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CELUPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Chapter Overvie

This chapter contains a general background on physical fitness

programs in the United States Air Force and the problems experienced in

making these programs effective. The specific problem investigated in

this research is stated, and research objectives and research questions

are listed. Also included in this chapter are scope of study, limita-

tions, research assumptions, and definitions of terms frequently used

in the research.

The Department of Defense (DOD) and its historical equivalents

have long-recognized the importance of physical fitness as a factor in

the overall United States defense posture. DOD has historically sup-

ported and encouraged various physical fitness programs as a means of

maintaining an effective level of physical fitness among United States

military forces. The United States Air Force (USAF), since becoming a

separate service in 1947, has also recognised the importance of individ-

ual physical fitness, not only for pilots and aircrev members, but for

all Air Force (AF) members.

That interest in physical fitness has resulted in several

attempts by the Air Force to establish an AF physical fitness program.

Programs established by the Air Force have progressed from a program

based on individual effort vith no guidance or standards, through a 12-

1L* 7 1 '.7 k"1



minutes per day exercise program, to the current aerobic exercise pro-

gram. The AF has considered weight control to be an important factor

in individual fitness, and AF physical fitness programs have included

weight standaros based on individual physical characteristics for all

AF members. Physical fitness programs have also attempted to measure

individual fitness using a variety of physical fitness test methods.

Although one of the important objectives of AF physical fitness program

has been to ensure that a11 AP members meet and maintain a reasonable

level of physical fitness, AF physical fitness programs have, in the
opinion of many crtics# failed to meet that objective.

The current A? physical fitness program, based on cardiovascular

endurance resulting from regular aerobic exercise, has also been criti-

cized as being ineffective in meeting its objective of maintaining rea-

sonable physical fitness among all AF members. Opinions expressed as to

why the current program is not working include lack of supervisory and

command support, lack of mandatory participation requirements, incon-

sistent enforcement of standards, lack of accurate methods of measuring

fitness, lack of standards high enough to require regular exercise, lack

of suitable physical fitness facilities, and lack of sufficient time to

participate in aerobic activities.

Attempts by the AF to improve the current program continue, and

have been ep -rssed most recently in the publication of now weight stan-

dards, which list maximum allovable weights for sales and females ao-

cording to height but without regard to age.

2
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The present study was an attempt to determine whether the cur-

rent voluntary, self-administered AF physical fitness and weight con-

trol program is effective in meeting its objective, and to what degree;

and to identify those factors which contribute to the successes and

weaknesses of the program.

Research ObJectives

The overall objective of this research was to gather sufficient

data from a random sample of Air Force personnel upon which to base

future improvements to the existing AF physical fitness and weight con-

trol program. Directed towards the accomplishment of this goal, the

following specific research objectives of this research were to:

1. Determine the present level of individual physical fitness,

as measured by existing Air Force standards.

2. Determine the relationship between current individual fitness

level and the variables of sex, age, weight, rank, flying status, annual

physical fitness test score, supervisory and command support, and the

availability, adequacy, and use of physical fitness facilities.

3. Collect opinions from AF members concerning the new AF weight

standards.

4. Collect suggestions from AF members on ways to improve the

existing AF physical fitness and weight control program.

3



In order to accomplish the research objectives, data were col-

lected to answer the following research questions:

1. What in the current physical fitness level of Air Force mem-

bers as measured by self-reported frequency and intensity of aerobic

activities rated according to criteria listed in AFP 50-56, USAF Aerobics

yla tness Prog (Ne), and AFF 35-57, USAF Aerobics Physical

itness Program (Female)?

2. What is the relationship between individual aerobic fitness

and sex?

3. What is the relationship between individual aerobic fitness

and age?

4. What is the relationship between individual aerobic fitness

and degree of adherence to Air Force weight standards listed in

AFR 35-11, Ar Force Physical Fitness Proaram?

5. What is the relationship between individual aerobic fitness

and rank&?

6. What is the relationship between individual aerobic fitness

and flying status?

7. What in the relationship between individual aerobic fitness

and annual physical fitness test score?

8. ihat is the relationship between Individual aerobic fitness

and perceived dogree of ruperviory support for physical fitness activities?

oai4



9. What is the relationship between individual aerobic fitness

and the availability, perceived adequacy, and use of installation

physical fitness facilities?

10. What are AP members' opinions concerning the new Air Force

weight standards?

11. What are AP members' suggestions for improving the ex-

isting AF physical fitness and weight control program?

ScoDe gof MU&d

This study does not evaluate the aerobic standards currently

used in the AF physical fitness program, does not review or analyze the

methodolog-ds used in previous studies cited in this research, and does

not review or compare the AF physical fitness program with physical fit-

ness programs of other services.

This study does, however, determine the current level of phys-

ical fitness of a random sample of AF personnel as measured by existing

AP standards. The study also determines the relationships'between cur-

rent fitness level and the variables of sex, age, weight, rank, flying

status, annual physical fitness test score, supervisory support, and

availability, adequacy, and use of installation physical fitness facil-

ities. Finally, the study does collect opinions concerning the new AF

weight standards (one of the most recent attempts to strengthen the

current program) and suggestions for improving the existing AF physical

fitness and weight control program.
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Several limitations inherent in this research should be conui-

dered when evaluating the results and conclusions. First, the sample

was comprised of AF personnel assigned to continental United States

(CONUS) installations only. No personnel assigned to overseas locations

were surveyed. Second, personnel surveyed ranged in rank from airman

basic to lieutenant colonel. No colonels or general officers were sur-

veyed. Finally, the survey was conducted from May to July 1982, a time

which may have had a seasonal influence on the physical activities re-

ported by survey respondents.

Several major assumptions were made in this research concerning

Air Force physical fitness. First, a highly effective physical fitness

and weight control program would benefit both individual Air Force mem-

bers and the Air Force as a whole. Also, there is sufficient scientific

and medical evidence to show that aerobic exercises and activities, when

used at recommended levels of intensity and frequency, can adequately

meet individual physical fitness needs.

The following terms, used frequently throughout this report, are

defined as follovs:

Z&X t9 iC.ness. Physical fitness is the ability of an min-
vidual to do daily tasks efficiently, without undue fatigue, and have

*6
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ample energy left for emergencies and leisure time pursuits. Factors

that constitute physical fitness include but are not limited to endur-

ance, muscular strength, flexibility, speed, agility, and maintenance

of proper weight standards.

Aerobics. Aerobics ("with oxygen") refers to a variety of exer-

cises that stimulate heart and lung activity long enough to produce

beneficial changes in the body. Running, cycling, swimming, and jogging

are examples of aerobic exercises.

CadiLc.yscl . Cardiovascular ("heart" + "conductive system,)

refers to one of the major systems of the human body. The cardiovas-

cular system is comprised of the heart muscle and its associated network

of arteries, veins, and capillaries, which distribute blood to and re-

turn blood from all parts of the body.

Maxim oxyg . Maxmum oxygen consumption is that

amount of oxygen which the body consumes during aerobic exercise. It

is measured in milliliters of oxygen per kilogram of body weight per

minute. Maximum oxygen consumption is synonymous with aerobi fa .

T



CHAPTE II

LITERATURE REVIEW

Chapter Overview

The purpose of this chapter is to review literature applicable

to this research on the subject of physical fitness. This chapter re-

views research which describes physical fitness in the United States,

in the Department of Defense, and in the United States Air Force. Lit-

erature describing the history of AF physical fitness programs and de-

scribing the current AF program is reviewed, and studies expressing

opinions on reasons for program failures are discussed. Finally, re-

search on the relationships among those factors which affect physical

fitness listed in the research questions of this study are summarised.

Ph-noica F the

The physical fitness problem in the Air Force is a part of the

overall fitness problem in the United States. As a nation, present-day

Americans are generally in poor physical condition.

1 One of the first indications of this poor physical condition

came at the beginning of World War II. By December 1941, nearly two

million males between the ages of 21 and 35 had been given physical ex-

ainations as provided by the National Service Act of 1940. Nearly

900,000 of the two million men tested (nearly 45 percent) were rejected

for military service because of mental and physical defects, and phy-

sicians estimated that, of all the defects noted:

8



ninety percent were preventable. Moreover, even the boys who
pass the examinations are not vigorous enough alert and strong
enough for some of the special forces 72: 25j.

Further indications of poor physical condition among Americans

came during the Korean War. Despite improvements in diet and medical

care throughout the United States following World War II, nearly 50 per-

cent of the American men attempting to enter the military service for

the Korean War could not meet the minimum physical fitness standards

(57:5).

Poor physical fitness was not limited only to men of military

age. A fifteen-year study by Kraus and Weber (47:6-7) involving fitness

tests given to 4000 children in the United States and to 3000 children

in Europe showed that American youth lagged far behind European youth

in physical fitness.

The poor physical condition of Americans is directly related to

the culture's sedentary life style. Man is organically designed for

vigorous and strenuous physical activity in order to meet the needs of

basic survival. Although the need for physical activity in meeting

these survival needs in modern society has lessened, man' s biological

design has not changed much. In order to remain an active and not a

sedentary creature, modern man must replace physical labor with physical

exercise. Cureton (13:13) discusses America's general failure to realize

that physical activity is essential for the body to function properly:

In the age of the machine when life has become convenient
beyond our wildest dreams, when physical exertion threatens to
become obsolete, most of us pay more attention to our machines,
our cars, televisions, dishwashers, and electrical shoe polishers
than we do to the condition of our bodies.

Cooper (10:170) believes that America is in the midst of a biological

crisis and questions "the ability of modern man to prosper in a technical

9



envirN-cuent without physical fitness."

The myriad problems which beset Americans as a result of this

misdirected attention and lack of physical fitness are well recognized.

Kraus and Raub (27:10-12) list tension, obesity, musculoskeletal dys-

function, and cardiovascular disease (CVD) as examples of "hypokinetic

(lack of sufficient action) diseases" caused by modern sedentary life

style. Kenna (23:1) observes that while many communicable diseases

which plagued mankind in the past are nearly non-existent today, the

increase in technology has been accompanied by a parallel increase in

degenerative diseases such as obesity and CVD.

The American Heart Association recognizes seven generally accept-

ed risk factors directly related to strokes, heart attacks, and cardio-

vascular disorders. These factors are smoking, high cholesterol, high

blood pressure, obesity, family history of heart disease, stress, and

physical inactivity (28:341). Studies by Cooper (67:36) show that

inactive individuals are two to three times more susceptible to CVD

than are physically active individuals, and the probability of surviving

a first heart attack is two to three times greater among those who are

physically active. Research by Stewart (51:54-55) shows that among white

males, one-third of all deaths before age sixty-five are due to coronary

heart disease (CHD).

Cooper cites several sobering statistics which support the

allegation that cardiovascular diseases are the number one health problem

in the Western Hemisphere (11:3):

1. Nearly 30 million Americans have scme form of CVD.

2. CVD accounts for nearly 55 percent of all deaths in America.

10
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3. CVD costs Americans nearly 23 billion dollars annually in

medical benefits, lost wages, and decreased productivity

Evidence which relates physical activity to a decreased sus-

ceptibility to CVD, while not absolutely conclusive, is nonetheless

very convincing. A very significant study summarized by Montayi (34:35)

found that among 31,000 London transportation workers, bus drivers suf-

fered twice as many heart attacks as did bus conductors who were regu-

larly required to alimb double deck bus steps. Studies by Paffenbarger

on 3875 San Francisco longshoremen over a 22-year period (37:50-53)

and on 17,000 Harvard alumni over a 25-year period (36:48) concluded

that men who exercised strenuously had significantly fewer fatal heart

attacks than those who exercised only occasionally or not at all. Other

reports and research (3:1; 9:108; 11:39; 17:23; 23:2; 25:80; 44:4) sup-

port the same conclusion that those who engage in regular strenuous

physical activity, either naturally during physical labor or artifi-

cially during physical exercise, are significantly less susceptible to

those degenerative diseases which plague modern Americans.

As a result of its own and international research, America as a

nation made significant attempts to correct the physical fitness problew.

Public concern for poor physical fitness led to the establishment of

the President' s Council on Youth Fitness by President Eisenhower in 1956.

Physical fitness received increased emphasis in school throughout America,

but a wholesale improvement in level of fitness was not immediate. Sum-

marizing events in the decade following the establishment of the Presi-

dent's Council on Youth Fitness, White (71:27) finds:

Since that time, many other tests have been used, but the
original findings still stand. Physically we don' t compare well
with other countries. We don't even compare well with the last
generation of Americans.

11



Presidential involvement was renewed in 1963 as President

Kennedy enlarged the scope of the President's Council, changed its name

to the President' s Council on Physical Fitness, and through personal

example did much to awaken Americans to the importance of physical fit-

ness as a natural resource (24:17):

For the physical vigor of our citizens is one of America's
most precious resources. If we waste and neglect this resource,
if we allow it to dwindle and grow soft, then we will destroy
much of our ability to meet the great and vital challenges which
confront our people. We will be unable to realize our full po-
tential as a nation. . . .Now is the time for the United States to
move forward with a national program to improve the fitness of all
Americans.

A significant milestne in American fitness occurred in 1968

with the publishing of Dr. Kenneth Cooper' s book Aerobics. The book

was prompted in part by Cooper's previous studies which showed that

nearly 80 percent of the American population had an unsatisfactory

level of fitness and that nearly 50 percent were overweight (9:36).

Cooper' s aerobics program was based on endurance and improved oxygen

utilization and greatly revitalized America'a interest in physical

activities. Jogging associations, running clubs, industry fitness

programs, competitive activities, and physical fitness books and articles

increased in number. A 1978 survey (30: 263-267) reported that nearly

half of all Americans were participating in some form of exercise activ-

ity. This represented a nearly two-fold increase when compared to 1961

figures. Great strides had obviously been made in improving the level

of physical fitness of the Aerican population.

The Air Force concern for physical fitness is in one sense a

part of the nation-wide concern about Americans' poor physical condition.
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It is also a part of a long-standing concern by DOD to maintain combat

readiness in United States' military forces.

Physical fitness in the context of United States military forces

is fairly well summarized by Bean, 1 al. (4:1) as "military operations

require men who are physically fit," and Patterson, e_ .. (47:108):

In the Armed Forces there is general recognition that, for
certain tasks and for the general military bearing of personnel
on a station or ship, an adequate level of fitness is important.

The high rejection rate among enlistees and the poor physical

condition of those accepted for military service, as previously dis-

cussed, led to the United States Army's decision in World War II to de-

vote the first sixteen weeks of training to physical conditioning. Mil-

itary leaders recognized the importance of excellent physical condition

in combat soldiers. Pericola (40:7) summarized the general objective of

physical fitness as stated in Army Field Manual 21-20, published in 1941:

To perform his duties satisfactorily, the soldier must possess
great organic vigor, muscular and nervous strength, endurance, andagility. Physical training must be an integral part of every
training program.

Physical training was emphasized during and immediately fol-

lowing World War II through exercise programs, running programs, and

competitive games. In 1946, War Department Circular 7 prescribed a

minimum of five hours per week for physical training for all units

in the field, and Army Regulation 605-110 allowed officers one-half

day per week for physical exercise (40:8-11).

As this review indicates, by November 1947, when the United

States Air Force became a separate service, the United States Army had

recognized the importance of physical fitness in military operations

and had established programs to improve and maintain physical fitness.

* ,13
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AUr Force Physical Fitnoss

Histor. The first Air Force publication concerning physical

fitness was Air Force Regulation (AFR) 50-5, published in November 1947.

This regulation contained only three paragraphs and stated (60:1) that

Air Force physical fitness training programs were designed to:

1. Develop and maintain a high level of physical fitness
in the individual so that he can perform more efficiently his
assigned duties.

2. Encourage regular and healthful exercise.

3. Foster an aggressive and cooperative team spirit, increase
the confidence of the individual, develop sportsmanship, and in-
crease pride through participation in competitive athletics.

The regulation contained no standard physical fitness program, provided

no program guidance for commanders, did not specify a required level of

physical fitness, and required no physical fitness tests, records, or

reports. AFR 50-5 served as the basis for the Air Force physical fit-

ness program from 1947 until 1959.

Air Force Manual (AFH) 160-26, Physical Conditionn, was pub-

lished in 1956 to give commanders more guidance in establishing physical

fitness programs. The manual stated (57:13):

It is the commander's responsibility to see that his men are
developed to a point of maximum fitness physically, psychologically,
and socially so that every man can contribute fully to the Air - rce
mission.

The manual was written as guidance only and again did not specify a

standard A? physical fitness program.

A comprehensive study by Balke and Ware (3:9) in 1959 involving

500 male Air Force and civilian personnel concluded:

On the basis of the experimental findings it can be concluded
that the overall state of physical fitness in the Air Force is

i"poor" and that the Air Force physical fitness program, as it nov
stands, is ineffective.
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These findings prompted a revision to AFR 50-5 in 1959. The

revised regulation directed commanders to establish physical con-

ditioning programs, established weight limits, and prescribed regular

weekly exercise, either during off-duty or on-duty hours. Again the

regulation contained no standard program and no prescribed levels of

physical fitness (61:1-10).

In July 1962, the Air Force responded to the increased national

emphasis on physical fitness by adopting the Royal Canadian Air Force

Five Basic Exercise (5BX) Plan as its official physical conditioning

program. The governing publications were Air Force Pamphlet (AFP)

50-5-1 (SBX) for men and AFP 50-5-2, Ten Basic Exercise Pla (IBX) for

women. The 5BX program consisted of five basic exercises designed to

condition the skeletal muscles, the heart, and the lungs at a progressive

rate of difficulty until a specified level of fitness was obtained. The

specified level was determined by age and flying status of the individ-

ual. The required level was to be progressively attained through daily

exercise, then maintained by exercising three periods per week. The

five exercises with their specified number of repetitions were to be

completed in eleven minutes. AFP 50-5-1 (59:4) described the 5B1 pro-

gram as:

Simple because it is easy to do, easy to follow. Progressive
because you can develop your own personal fitness at your own rate,
to your required level, without getting stiff or sore muscles.
Balanced because you condition your muscles, your heart and lungs
together for your daily needs. Complete because the principles of
muscle and organic development are applied simultaneously and pro-
gressively. Self-measuring because it gives you clear-cut "targets
for fitness" for your age and body build, along with graduated
standards for checking your fitness. Convenient because you can do
these exercises any place at your convenience, without gadgets.

The 5BX plan established definite guidelines and standards for physical
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fitness, prescribed specific performance levels for individuals based on

age and flying status, required an annual evaluation, and required

written records and reports. The 5BX program showed great potential for

answering the concern for increased physical fitness among military per-

sonnel as expressed by the President' s Council on Physical Fitness in

1963 (1:3):

The President' s Council has strong interest in physical fitness

for armed forces personnel. Special aspects of interest include
fitness programs related to the military mission; need for careful
evaluation of fitness; each branch of the military service should
have a fitness program based on its mission. . . .In general, fitness
must be geared to the basic military mission, emergency demands,
and finally, enjoyment of life in off-duty hours.

In November 1963, Air Force representatives met with researchers

from Indiana University to evaluate the effectiveness of the 5BX program.

The study group identified several weaknesses in the program, including

a lack of emphasis on the importance of physical fitness, an excessive

failure rate, and an unsatisfactory annual testing program (1:1-4). The

study group also emphasized the need for an effective physical fitness

program (1:3):

The day is past when the Air Force can afford to spend time and
money in fitness programs which have not been carefully adapted to
our specific mission. Because of the tremendous significance of
fitness and the relationship of individual survival and national
security, these programs must be effective.

The study group also recommended the deletion of one exercise entirely,

the alteration of another exercise to make it easier, and the lowering

of the required standard for each age group (1:5). These recommendations

were incorporated into a revised 5BX plan in 1965.

One indication of the ineffectiveness of the 5BX program was

revealed by Sanders' research on incoming Squadron Officer School (SOS)

company grade male officers from 1964 to 1966. He assembled initial
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standard 5BX test data for 6,230 officers and found that only 24.7 percent

passed (49:47). Parke generalized from this research (2D:2), "This

sampling of Air Force people is a good indication of the low level of

fitness of the entire force." The passing rate increased, however, to

89.6 percent after twelve weeks of conditioning at SOS, indicating an

effective training program accounting for substantial individual im-

provement (49:60,74-76).

The current USAF aerobics program resulted from extensive re-

searah by Dr. Kenneth H. Cooper, at the time an Air Force flght surgeon.
In extensive tests of volunteers on a treadmill, Cooper found that the

total amount of energy the human body is able to produce before exhaus-

tion (endurance capacity) is correlated very closely with the body's

aility to consume oxygen (9:47). By relating oxygen consumption and

body weight, Cooper proved that the ability to process and use oxygen

is directly related to physical condition and can be used as a measure-

ment of physical fitness. He found that the time required for an in-

dividual to run a specified distance correlates closely with oxygen con-

sumption rates measured in subjects on the treadmill (9:52). Specifically,

Cooper found that any exercise increases the body' s ability to use oxygen

if it meets the following criteria:

If the exercise is vigorous enough to produce a heart rate of
150 beats per minute or more, the training effect benefits begin
about five minutes after exercise starts and continue as long as the
exercise is performed.

If the exercise is not vigorous enough to produce or sustain
a heart rate of 150 beats per minute, but is still demanding oxygen,
the exercise must be continued considerably longer than fiv minutes,
the total period of time depending on the oxygen consumed L9:ADJ.

The aerobics conditioning system developed by Cooper was aimed

at increasing the efficiency of the circulatory and respiratory systems
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in order to increase the upper limit of the body's ability to consume

oxygen. After examining the energy requirements of various forms of

exercise, Cooper assigned point values to different activities based on

the length of each exercise period and the rate of performance in each

activity. The point value assigned is directly related to the approx-

imate oxygen requirements, or energy costs, of the exercise. Cooper

found that any combination of exercise totaling thirty or more points

per week is sufficient to achieve the desired benefits of increased

oxygen consumptiofi capacity (9:41):

What I do say, based on our research, is that 30 points worth
of exercise is the minimum that will maintain your body in a con-
dition that we in medicine know to be consistent with essential
health, whether you're 19 or 90.

In May 1967, Cooper presented his aerobics plan to the Air

Force Chief of Staff (12:2-25), and after evaluation and comment by each

major air command, the USAF Aerobics Program was implemented in Novem-

ber 1969 with the publishing of AFP 50-56 and APH 50-15. As stated in

AP 50-56 (63:2):

The purpose of the aerobics conditioning program is to develop
a higher level of fitness among airmen of all ages by providing an
easily followed, interesting, and somewhat demanding program.
The exercises are only those that stress the heart and lungs, there-
by producing a desirable training effect. The time required for
daily exercise is not excessive, but the program does require faith-

* ful participation. Many types of exercises and exercise programs
have been studied, but the conclusion has invariably been that it
is impossible to reach a satisfactory level of fitness Without work-
ing hard at it. All of the 60-second-a-day exercise progras have
proven worthless in improving the condition of the heart and lungs.
Consequently, exercise programs must be both vigorous and long
enough to produce a valuable conditioning response.

The aerobics program provided for semi-annual testing of all

personnel, the test consisting of running 1.5 miles for time. Five

fitness categories (I-Very Poor, I-Poor, II-Fair, lV-Good, V-Excellent)



were established, and personnel were placed into one of the categories

according to age and run test time. The Air Force goal was to have

everyone achieve Category III or higher, but no specific pass or fail

criteria were originally established.

The aerobics fitness categories established in AFP 50-56 cor-

responded to those established by Dr. Cooper. Cooper had previously

found that a satisfactory level of fitness exists at oxygen consumption

levels of 42.0 milliters of oxygen per kilogram of body weight per minute

(ml/kg/min), which correspond to fitness Category IV (10:77-78). Con-

cerning his fitness categoriev, Cooper stated:

If you fall in one of the first three categories, you're not
in very good condition. . . .In our tests, the first three cate-
gories get failing marks. Only Categories IV and V are considered
passing.

A study of the aerobic test scores of incoming SOS students from

1969 through 1970 revealed that only 30 percent achieved Category IV

or V upon arrival. However, the number of officers in Category IV or

V increased to 81 percent following twelve weeks of structured training,

indicating the improvement possible with a regular conditioning program

(20:2). Official Air Force aerobics test results for 1970-1971 showed

an average of 41 percent achieving Category IV or V (21:35).

In 1971, the Air Force established a remedial conditioning pro-

gram for those who failed to achieve the "Fair" category, and in effect

established Category III as the pass or fail standard (58:p.6-6).

In July 1972, the governing directive for the AF physical fitness

program, AFM 50-15, was replaced by APR 5D-49. This regulation renamed

the fitness categories (I-Poor, II-Fair, III-Average, IV-Good, V-Ecel-

lent), changed the required testing frequency from semi-annually to
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annually, reduced the passing level from Category III to Category II,

and exempted personnel over age 45 from the fitness testing requirement.

The regulation also stated that women would be tested using the age

group standards in the IBX program. Minimum, ideal, and maximum allow-

able weights based on height and age for males and females were also

listed in AFR 50-49, and a remedial weight control program for over-

weight personnel was described (65:para 1 to para 13).

In April 1973, the Air Force issued a warning to overweight

personnel, reminding them that commanders had the options to discharge,

demote, and deny reenlistment to those exceeding maximum weight standards.

The warning also stated that the weight standards listed in APR 50-49

were:

based on insurance tables which are liberal. They permit
even more weight gain with age than is normally medically
advisable [42:22J.

T-e Air Force Surgeon General' s office in May 1973 reported that

a large number of personnel reporting for physiological training were

being disqualified for excessive weight and respiratory ailments. Com-

manders were reminded of their responsibility for the physical fitness

and weight control of the personnel under their command (52:12).

The directive governing AF physical fitness and weight control

was changed again in 1977 from APR 50-49 to AFR 35-11. The new regu-

lation made no significant changes to the existing testing requirements,

fitness standards, and maximum allowable weight standards.

Iuspector General (IG) evaluations in 1977 indicated that many

personnel were not participating regularly in physical activity and were

performing the annual run test without proper conditioning and preparation.
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An Air Force study group convened in September 1978 to study the Air

Force physical fitness program and concluded that (5:12) "the Air Force

does not have a viable program." The study group recommended an un-

supervised conditioning program during off-duty hours for all personnel

and an annual test. The recommendations did not result in any changes

to AFR 35-11, and as Susi (52:22) observed, "The study group, it appears,

recommended a program which they previously concluded was not viable."

A 1979 survey of 432 field grade officers (majors and lieuten-

ant colonels) at Air Command and Staff College (ACSC) found that only 27

percent of the officers accumulated at least thirty aerobics points per

week, 39 percent did not participate in any type of conditioning program

at all, and 6 percent exceeded their maximum allowable weight (29:4).

These results again highlighted a general lack of participation in a

regular physical conditioning program.

A number of fatalities which occurred in cor.junction with annual

aerobics testing in 1978 and 1979 prompted the AF Surgeon General to

recommend a significant change to AFR 35-11, a change which was imple-

mented in January 1979 (55:1). According to this revision, personnel

age 35 and over were required to be tested using the 3-mile walk instead

of the 1.5-mile run. The change immediately became unpopular with

affected personnel, and AFR 35-11 was changed again in 1980 to allow

running by all personnel.

The problem of a less-than-desirable level of physical fitness

in armed forces personnel ;.as addressed by a DOD symposium convened in

the spring of 1980. The symposium concluded that the three basic prob-

lems obstructing the goal of achieving and maintaining a higher level
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of physical fitness and combat readiness in DOD personnel were personnel

not understanding the relatic xahip between exercise and fitness, lack of

emphasis on testing, and the limited number of aerobic conditioning ex-

ercises (2:2).

Acting on recommendations from this symposium, the Department

of Defense in June 1981 issued DOD Directive 1308.1, which contains the

current DOD guidance for all services' physical fitness programs. The

directive explains DOD policy concerning physical fitness (66:1):

Physical fitness is a vital component of combat readiness and
is essential to the general health and well-being of armed forces
personnel.

In addition to cardiorespiratory endurance, the basis for the

current aerobics program, the directive outlines physical fitness pro-

gram standards pertaining to stamina, strength, flexibility, and body

composition. The standards apply to service members of all ages re-

gardless of military job.

In discussing the objectives of physical fitness training, DOD

Directive 1308.1 states (66:Encl 2):

Ideally, physical fitness training and activities should be
designed to develop skills needed in combat, enhance cohesion in
units, promote competitive spirit, develop positive attitudes
toward exercise, and promote self-confidence and self-discipline.
To achieve these ends, physical fitness programs must be carefully
planned and supervised, follow the established principles of phys-
ical training, and involve the participation of all personnel.

To meet these objectives, the services are required to monitor annual

physical fitness tests and report results to DOD, add strength and

flexibility training to physical fitness programs, include all people

over 40 years old in fitness programs, and make it part of their duty

to meet fitness standards, include antismoking and drug and a-ohol

abuse drives in fitness programs, use percent body fat to measure
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overweight personnel, and screen older people medically for cardiac prob-

leas and assign them to special physical fitness programs if necessary.

Height-weight screening tables included in the directive list maximum

allowable weights for males and females according to height and without

regard to age.

Current Prop-ram. The Air Force implemented DOD 1308.1 ith the

revision of AFR 35-11 in July 1981. The objectives of the Air Force

physical fitness program, as listed in AFR 35-11 (56:para la) are to:

1. Have a healthy and efficient military force.

2. Promote the well-being of all members without undue
risk to their health.

3. Enhance the overall image of an effective military
organization.

Specific objectives of the annual physical fitness test and the weight

check are to (56:para le) "make sure that all members meet and maintain

a reasonable level of physical fitness."

The regulation emphasizes that physical fitness and compliance

with fitness standards are individual responsibilities, encourages par-

ticipitation in year-round self-conditioning programs and activities,

then. states that participation in a regular physical conditioning pro-

gram is voluntary. Members must be tested annually by either the 1.5-

mile run, the 3-mile walk, or by stationary running. The passing stan-

dard for each test option is equivalent to aerobic fitness Category III.

The regulation contains extensive guidance for commanders in

handling personnel who do not pass the physical fitness test or who are

overweight. Instructions and nomograms, based on bicep size for males

and forearm size for females, for making adjustments to meximum allowable
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weights are also included in AFR 35-11. Strength and flexibility stan-

dards, among other DOD Directive 1308.1 requirements, have not yet been

addressed by AFR 35-11.

In March 1982, the Air Force began testing a new procedure for

measuring fitness based on a six-minute ride on a stationary bicycle

(14:1). Work capacity, calculated using pulse readings at increasing

workloads, coupled with weight measurements will give individuals a

composite physical fitness score; the higher the composite score, the

higher the overall physical fitness level. Final results and recommen-

dations from the test program are expected in the fall of 1982 (8).

The Air Force physical fitness program has thus evolved from the

three-paragraph guidance of AFR 50-5, through the 5BX and XBX programs,

to the current aerobics program governed by AFR 35-11. The changes

made to the program through the years were attempts to correct an over-

all ineffectivene.ss in meeting the objectives outlined for each particu-

lar physical fitness program.

Program Weaknesses. As the preceeding summary indicates, a

number of researchers have expressed opinions on reasons for past and

present program ineffectiveness. Research papers on physical fitness

prepared from 1966 to the present time by officers attending Air Command

and Staff College discuss the many possible reasons for the failure and

the ineffectiveness of past and present AP physical fitness programs.

A summary of problems and wtaknesses in AF physical fitness programs as

identified in ACSC research is presented in this section as a means of

further delimiting the problem of overall program ineffectiveness and

as a means of introducing possible factors influencing this ineffective-

ness.

24

* -



Lack of supervisory and command support for physical fitness in

the Air Force is the most frequently identified weakness in past and

present physical fitness programs. Bronson concluded in 1072 (7:28)

that:

Lack of top echelon support for physical fitness has caused
the failure of past fitness programs, has severely limited the
success of the present program, and will continue to hinder future
programs.

Similarly, eight years later Lee (29:1) concluded that:

It is obvious that the primary reason for the failure of the
present program is lack of emphasis. From the Chief of Staff on
down to the lowest supervisors, the AF leadership has made a series
of conscious or unconscious decisions to divert monetary, personnel,
and time resources to other activities in an attempt to meet
pressing requirements.

Other research (20:47; 31:35; 45:vii) also identifies the failure of

commanders and supervisors to stress, exemplify, and demand physical

fitness and to expend time and resources on objectives, such as physical

fitness, which they perceive as not directly related to their unit' s

mission.

Another weakness identified in AF physical fitness programs is

a general lack of motivation for individual participation and improve-

ment. Warren (68:25), Pericola (40:43), Phelps (41:3), and Hinman

(20:47) cited the voluntary nature of the program and the lack of re-

wards, recognition, or incentive for participation as causes for low

self-motivation. Hyde (1: 55) blamed lack of self-motivation on the

fitness program's characteristic failure to capitalize on the well-known

benefits of increased jji de corn and cooperation which result from

group participation. Kenna (23:9) pointed out that except for those

personnel in Category I and II, there is no incentive for seeking im-

provement in individual physical fitness.
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The stated objectives of the AF physical fitness program are also

identified as contributing to the overall ineffectiveness of the program.

Lee (29:5) expressed the opinion that the current program objectives are

geared to a peacetime mission, do not support the Air Force mission to

"fly and fight," and are not designed to prepare individuals for war-

time demands on the body. Susi (52: 29) concluded that the program ob-

jectives place more emphasis on appearance and military image than on

physical fitness.

Low physical fitness standards and testing requirements based

on the vague objective of meeting and maintaining a "reasonable level

of physical fitness" are also identified as a major weakness influencing

the effectiveness of the AF physical fitness program. Several studies

(18:34; 29:43; 46:31; 67:128) conclude that the annual testing require-

ment is not frequent enough to require regular physical conditioning,

and the 1.5-mile run standards are so low that regular conditioning

is not even necessary. Auwarter' s summary (2:24) is representative:

The 1.5-mile run test currently used by the Air Force is a very
low standard which encourages what is known as the "gut it out"
syndrome. The standards have been lowered to the point that many
Air Force personnel attempt the annual test without any preparatory
conditioning. ... The present 1.5-mile jog presents so little
challenge to the force that few prepare.

The testing program itself is also identified as a weak compo-

nent in the AF physical fitness program. Hinman (20:18) questioned

the accuracy of officially submitted test results and suggested that

"pencil-whipping" annual physical fitness test scores may be a common

occurence. Vandevender (67:2) concluded that many people avoid a regu-

lar running program because they simply do not like to run and suggested

that methods of testing other than running or walking Night encourage
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more continuous participation in a physical fitness program. Other

research (2:17-22; 29:5) concludes that the current testing method is

too limited in that it tests only cardiovascular fitness and does not

measure strength or flexibility.

Lack of education is identified in ACSC research as another

significant weakness in AF physical fitness programs. Several studies

(40:43; 45:67; 67:122) conclude that lack of education on the benefits,

importance, and effects of exercise is an important factor influencing

the low level of regular participation in individual physical fitness

programs. Lee (29:5) observed that the present weight control program

is directed at remedial correction and contains no provision for pre-

ventive education about proper diet and eating habits.

Another factor identified as contributing to the ineffectiveness

of AF physical fitness programs is the lack of adequate physical fitness

facilities on AF installations. Complete lack of facilities, poor con-

dition and maintenance of existing facilities, and excessive distance

from on-base quarters to fitness facilities are all cited (20:47; 29:1;

46:22) as factors contributing to low-level participation in regular

physical fitness activities.

Another factor frequently identified in ACSC research is overall

poor guidance for and administration of AF physical fitness programs.

Specific weaknesses related to program administration are identified

as "vague, disorganized, and out-of-date implementing regulations and

pamphlets [29:5J;" administration of the physical fitness program by

unqualified personnel; and lack of central control of the overall phys-

ical fitness program (29:6-7).
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As substantial as this this research on past and present program

ineffectiveness is, it is nonetheless based primarily on opinion. There

are presently no empirical data which assess the relationship between

actual individual physical fitness level, as measured by an accepted,

existing Air Force standard, and the variables of sex, age, weight, rank,

flying status, annual physical fitness test score, supervisory support,

and the availability, adequacy, and use of installation physical fitness

facilities. It is to fill this need for empirical evidence upon which

to base future improvements to the AF physical fitness and weight con-

trol program that the current study was undertaken.

Before the findings of this research are presented, however, it

will be useful to examine other significant studies of military fitness,

paying particular attention to the findings of those investigations.

Variables Affecting I Physical Fitness

Fitness Level and Physical Fitnes Tests

The earliest available literature on military physical fitness

testing research describes a study by Karpovich in 1943 in which 122

Army pre-flight aviation students at San Antonio Aviation Cadet Center

were tested and retested four days later using the Army Air Force

Physical Fitness Test (AAF PIT). The test consisted of pullups, situps,

and a 300-yard shuttle run. Results showed a high degree of correla-

tion (r-+0.85) between the Physical Fitness Rating (PFR) of individuals

in the two tests, indicating that the AAF PFT was at least consistent

in its rating of physical fitness based on the three component activi-

ties (22:1-2).
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Another early study by Weiss in 1944 also involved the AAF PFT.

Weiss tested 4,172 men entering military service at seven AAF Basic

Training Centers and reported their mean scores for pullups, situps,

shuttle run, and PFR. He concluded that personnel entering the Army

Air Force were strongest in endurance of abdominal muscles, next strong-

eat in endurance and speed, and weakest in arm and shoulder strength

when test results were compared with those of other AAF personnel (69:1-2).

Bean et -1. in 1947 analyzed data on physical fitness as mea-

sured by the Harvard Step Test, the Navy Step Test, the Army Ground

Forces Test, and the Army Air Force Physical Fitness Test for 1,000 men

18 to 41 years of age. The research concluded that none of the tests

were satisfactory for discriminating between degrees of individual

physical fitness (4:1-2). Further, researchers found that the AAF PFT

measured endurance only over very short periods in the situp and pullup

tests and that overall the AAF PFT "does not really tax the performer

4,:33]7' As was previously discussed, use of the AAF PFT was discon-

tinued for Air Force personnel when the Air Force became a separate

service in 1947.

Early physical fitness tests (the AAF PFT being of greatest

interest in the present research) tended to measure muscular strength

and endurance by using basic calisthenic exercises and short shuttle

runs or step tests. Differences among tests and lack of a "common de-

nominator" in relating test components made results difficult to compare

and did not provide an accurate indication of the physical fitness of the

force.

The Balke and Ware study previously discussed is signifiamnt for
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its approach to measuring physical fitness. Balke and Ware tested 500

males walking on a treadmill at a constant rate of 3.3 miles per hour.

The treadmill was elevated one percent each minute, and the test was

continued until a heart rate of 180 beats per minute was recorded. The

researchers found that maximum oxygen intake measured in ml/kdmin was

the most satisfactory means of describing work capacity (3:2-5). Balke

and Ware correlated their measurements of maximum oxygen consumption

with a suggested physical working capacity rating. Their arbitrary

scale was based on test results, on physiologic considerations, and on

observations of men at various stages of physical training. From the

test results participants were placed into one of three categories:

"poor or lower," "fair," and "good or better." The results of the

Balke and Ware study, summarized in Table 2.1, indicate that only 18 per-

cent of the test population had a "good or better" work capacity rating.

TABLE 2.1

Balke and Ware Correlation of Work Capacity Rating With Oxygen Intake

Rating of work Oxygen intake Percent of test
capacity (ml/kg/min) population (N=500)

Inferior -25

Very poor 25-30 42

Poor 30-35

Fair 35-40 40

Good 40-45

Very good 45-50 18

Excellent 50-55

Superior 55+

Source 3:5
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Interesting comparisons can be made between the Balke and Ware

study and later research by Cooper. The treadmill test used by Cooper

in his initial research and used today at the Cooper Clinic in Dallas,

Texas is, with only slight modifications, the same test used by Balke

and Ware in 1959. In fact, the test is now known as the Balks Tread-

mill Test (10:17). As a result of his more extensive research, Cooper

was able to establish oxygen consumption rates based on age groups for

his five fitness categories. Oxygen consumption rates compare quite

favorably between the Cooper aerobic fitness categories and the Balke

and Ware work capacity ratings. Therefore, maximum oxygen consumption

is the common denominator for comparing the results of physical fitness

tests conducted by Balke and Ware and by Cooper. The "good or better"

categories established by Balke and Ware and by Cooper are roughly

equivalent when compared using the 40 ml/kg/min oxygen intake level

as the minimum criteria. Results of Cooper's research show that 35.7

percent of the test population achieved the "good or better" category.

Table 2.2 shows the results of Cooper's study of 5,267 men through 1977.

TABLE 2.2

Cooper' s Correlation of Aerobic Fitness Category and Oxygen Consumption
for Different Age Groups

oxygen consumption (ml/kg/min)a Pecnao tsa Percent ofbtes

Age population
Fitness Category Under 30 30-39 40-49 50+ (N-5,267 males)

I. Very poor -25.0 -25.0 -25.0 -25.0 13.8

II. Poor 25.0-33.7 25.0-30.1 25.0-26.4 -25.0 19.8

III. Fair 33.8-42.5 30.2-39.1 26.5-35.4 25.1-33.7 29.6

IV. Good 42.6-51.5 39.2-48.0 35.5-45.0 33.8-43.0 19.7

V. Excellent 51.6 48.1+ 45.0+ 43.1+ 17.1

asource 11:28 bSource 10:23
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Following his extensive laboratory research using the treadmill,

Cooper devised a field test to measure aerobic capacity. He found that

the distance covered by running for exactly twelve minutes correlated

very accurately (r=O.90) with treadmill measurements of oxygen consump-

tion and aerobic capacity (11:29). Cooper then developed distance

standards based on age groups for each of the five fitness categories.

In attempting to evaluate the physical fitness of large numbers

of people, Cooper found the 12-minute test unsatisfactory because of

the requirement to accurately measure the distance covered. Therefore,

in order to simplify the administration of the test to large groups, he

developed the 1.5-mile run test and related the time required to run

1.5 miles to age groups for each aerobic fitness category. Cooper's

most current 1.5-mile run test standards are included in Table 2.3.

For purposes of comparison, the 1.5-mile run test standards as listed

in AFP 50-56 for USAF males are listed in Table 2.4. Cooper's standards,

when compared with AF standards, include six instead of five categories,

use different category names, use larger age group ranges, and generally

require faster run times to achieve the equivalent fitness category.

The current Air Force standard as required by AFR 35-11 is Category III

or higher (the Category III in Table 2.4).

Of particular interest is Cooper' s correlation of fitness cate-

gory and weekly aerobic point total. Using measureents of oxygen on-

sumption for all the aerobic activities, Cooper was able tn accurately

correlate weekly aerobic point totals with aerobic fitas. -ttegory.
I

This correspondence is presented in Table 2.5. This table shovs, for

example, the correspondence between 30 aerobic points per week and

achievement of the "good" category, both considered minis= levels of

acceptable fitness by Cooper (9:36,41).
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TABLE 2.3

Cooper's Age Group Standards (Male) for the 1.5-14±1. Run Test

Run test time (minutes)

Age
Fitness Category 13-19 2D-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+

I. Very poor 15:31+ 16:01+ 16:31+ 17: 31+ 19:01+ 20:01+

II. Poor 12:11- 14:01- 14:46- 15:36- 17:01- 19:01-
15:30 16:00 16:30 17:30 19:00 20:00

III. Fair 10:49- 12:01- 12:31- 13:01- 14:31- 16:16-
12:10 14.00 14:45 15:35 17:00 19:00

IV. Good 9:41- 10:46- 11:01- 11:31- 12:31- 14:00-
10:48 12:00 12:30 13:00 14:30 16:15

V. Excellent 8:37- 9:45- 10:00- 10:30- 11:00- 11:15-
9: 40 10:45 11:00 11:30 12:30 13:59

VI. Superior 1-8:37 -9:45 -10:00 -10:30 -11:00 -11:15

Source 10:89

TABLE 2.4

AFT 50-56 Age Group Standards (Male) for the 1.5-Mile Rim Test

Run test time (minutes)

Age
Fitness Category 17-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 50+

1. Poor 16:31+ 17:01+ 17:31+ 18:01+ 18:31+ 19:01+

II. Fair 14:31- 15:01- 15:31- 16i01- 16:31- 17:01-
16:30 17:00 17:30 18:00 18:30 19:00

III. Average 12:01- 12:31- 13:01- 13:31- 14:01- 14:31-
14:30 15:00 15:30 16:00 16:30 17:00

IV. Good 10:16- 10031- 10:46- 11:01- 11:16- 11:31-
12:00 12:30 13:00 13:30 14:00 14:30

V. Ixoelent 1-10:15 -10:30 -10:45 -11:00 -11:15 -11:30

Source 64:7
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TABLE 2.5

Correlation of Aerobic Fitness Category and Weekly Aerobic Point Total

Fitness Category Weekly aerobic points

I. Very poor 0

II. Poor 1-14

III. Fair 15-29

IV. Good 30-50

V. Excellent 50+

Source 10:94

In his study of 411 USAF male junior officers attending Squadron

Officer School from September to November 1973, Susi (52:36) found that

the officers were distributed into fitness categories as ahown in

Table 2.6. Of particular interest is the findng that 63 percent of the

test population fell into the good or better category. This repre-

sented a substantial improvement over the findings shown in Table 2.1

and Table 2.2. Results of Sui' s study should be interpreted with cau-

tion, however, as the Junior officers sampled may not be representative

of the entire Air Force population.

Msi&nj~ Fitness A; L Differences

In a study of men and women entering the Army in 1977, Koval

found that the average woman entering the Army has about half the arm

and shoulder strength and about three-fourths the leg strength of the

average male recruit (2613). Kowal also found, perhaps more signifi-

cantly, that when women engage in strength or aerobic training programs,

their absolute increase in work capacity is similar to that of malesj (26:18).
34
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TABLE 2.6

Fitness Category Distribution for 411 Male Junior Officers Attending
Squadron Officer School

Fitness Category Number of officers Percent

I. Poor 8 2

II. Fair 9 2

III. Average 135 33

IV. Good 208 51

V. Excellent 51 12

Total 411 100

Source 52:36

Research by Wilmore (73:54) points out that although the average

woman has a slightly lower physical fitness level than does the average

man in all major components of fitness except flexibility, this differ-

ence is more likely due to cultural patterns than to biological differ-

ences. Wilmore also concluded that upper body strength is also the big-

goat difference between male and female physical fitness among the gen-

eral American population. After studying male and female distance run-

ners and finding that endurance fitness is comparable in males and fe-

males when differences in body weight are taken into account, Wilmore

concluded (73:58):

Because of these oiilarities, and because their needs are
essentially the pe, there is little reason to advocate different
training or conditioning methods based on sex.

4Current Air Force physical fitness policies recogrize differ-

ences in sex by awarding different nmbers of aerobic points to males

and females for the same aerobic activity (62:66-73). Also, the minimum

performanc- necessary to achieve Category III is different for males and
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females in each age group. Cooper makes allowances for females in his

1.5-mile run standards but does not differentiate between male and fe-

male aerobic points. Air Force minimum physical fitness standards for

males and for females for each of the fitness test options are shown in

Table 2.7.

TABLE 2.7

Air Force Minimum Physical Fitness Standards

Time (minutes)

Running Walking Stationary
1.5 miles 3 miles runningAge

(years) Male Female Male Female Male Female

17-29 14:30 15:36 40:54 43:52 19:00 17:40

30-34 15:00 16:05 42:04 45:10 17:00 15:50

35-39 15:30 16:40 43:15 46:29 15:45 14:40

40-44 16:00 17:10 44.425 47:44 14:30 13:30

45-49 16:30 17:45 45:34 48:55 13:15 12:20

50+ 17:00 18:15 48:19 52:02 12:00 11:10

Source 56:19

PFitness nd Ae Differences

Research generally supports the expectation that aging causes

a progressive decrease in physical working capacity. Bean et ja. found

that age was negatively correlated with fitness score in each of the four

physical fitness tests compared in their 1947 study; they also found

(4:23) that:

Insofar as the improvement in score indicates enhanced fitness
it may be said that the effect of age is not noticed in trained
men as early as in untrained men.
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Balke and Ware noted that aerobic working capacity generally de-

creased with age but that the decrease was affected far more by living

habits. After dividing their subjects into groups ("not active," "in-

termittently active," and "regularly active") based on the subjects'

descriptions of their routine physical activity, the researchers con-

cluded (3:6) that:

Results for the group with regular physical activity demon-

strate that a high level of capacity for aerobic work can be main-
tained as one grows older.

Current Air Force minimum physical fitness standards make allow-

ances for increasing age as is also shown in Table 2.7.

Physical Fitness __ Weight Differences

Very little research was found which relates physical fitness

to weight standards among military personnel. Balke and Ware divided

their test population into groups of "underweight," "normal weight," and

"overweight" individuals. "Normal" weight was arbitrarily considered

to be that weight which was within 90 to 100 percent of body height in

centimeters minus 100 centimeters (3:7). When weight groups were cor-

related with treadmill test results, Balke and Ware found a slightly

poorer working capacity among the overweight group when compared with

the normal and underweight groups. Also, based on their weight cate-

gories, Balke and Ware found that 25 percent of the test population were

underweight, 42 percent were in the normal range, and 33 percent were

overweight (3:7).

Susi also made a basic comparison between physical fitness and

weight standards in his study of SOS students. Using the weight stan-

dards listed in AFR 50-49, he grouped the students relative to the "ideal"
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weight listed for each height. The weight groups used were "below

ideal," "within ideal," "above ideal," and "above maximum." Susi then

correlated aerobic fitness categories with weight groups for each

student. He found, in general, a higher percentage of "above ideal" and

"above maximum" weight students in Category I and II than in Category

III and higher, suggesting a negative correlation between adherence to

AF weight standards and physical fitness (52:36). Susi's correlation

between weight and physical fitness is shown in Table 2.8.

TABLE 2.8

Correlation of Weight and Physical Fitness Category

Total Above "ideal" Above "maximum"
officers weight weight

Fitness in each
Category categoy Number Percent Number Percent

i. Poor 8 4 50 0 0

II. Fair 9 7 78 3 33

III. Average 135 66 49 20 15

IV. Good 208 76 37 25 12

V. Excellent 51 11 22 0 0

Source 52:36

The Air Force weight standards listed in AFR 50-49 and in sub-

sequent directives until the 1981 revision to AFR 35-11 all made allow-

ances for increased weight with age, consistent with the research of

Pollack (43:12) which confirmed the:

natural tendency of the body to convert 0.25 to 0.50 pounds
of lean muscle or bone tissue to fat each year after about twenty-
five years of age.

AFR 35-11 currently makes no allowances for increased age in specifying
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maximum allowable weights. Standards are based only on height. The

maximum allowable weights for males listed in AFR 35-11 are identical

to the previous maximum weights allowed for 26-30 year old males listed

in AFR 50-49. Current maximum allowable weights for females are gen-

erally one to six pounds greater than the maximum weight allowed for

women 41 years and older listed in AFR 50-49.

Physical Fitness and Rank Differences

The only previous research encountered which relates physical

fitness to military rank was that of Balke and Ware. They found only

slight differences in mean test duration on the treadmill and mean oxy-

gen consumption among civilian, airman, non-commissioned officer (NCO),

and officer groups (3:7). Results of the Balke and Ware research, shown

in Table 2.9, suggest that rank has a very minimal effect on physical

fitness level.

TABLE 2.9

Correlation of Rank and Physical Fitness Measurements

Physical fitness measurement

Average treadmill Average maximum
test duration oxygen consumption

Rank (min) (ml/kg/min)

Civilian 15.6 38.0

Airman 15.4 37.5

Officer 14.9 36.7

NCO 14.5 36.0

Source 3:7
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Physical Fitness and l Status

Again, very little previous research was found which investi-

gated physical fitness in relation to flying status of military per-

sonnel. One study, however, relates flying status indirectly to physical

fitness through evaluation of individual health records. Rossing and

Allen conducted a study on the health of flight crew members by using a

sample taken from 6,000 Strategic Air Command (SAC) flight crew medical

records during 1969 and 1970. Results of their study were somewhat

surprising considering that one would expect personnel on flying status

to be in generally better health and physical condition than personnel

of the general Air Force population. Rossing and Allen (48:936-938)

found that heart disease was the leading cause of death and was one of

the leading causes of permanent disability and retirement among SAC crew

members. Furthermore, they found that cardiovascular disease and hyper-

tension, both fairly well-accepted indicators of poor physical fitness,

accounted for 50 percent of the groundings of crew members for periods

of 30 days or more. Their research suggests that personnel on flying

status may be in no better health or physical condition than those who

are not.

Q Fitness, S Sugjort, And Fitness a

Although lack of supervisory support and lack of physical fitness

facilities were both frequently cited as significant factors contrib-

uting to the ineffectiveness of the AF physical fitness program, no em-

pirical evidence was found which specifically relates AF physical fitness

to supervisory support or to physical fitness facilities.
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Considerable or aion is available, however, which describes

physical fitness programs in the business world. Common characteristics

of the programs are management support and the provision of physical fit-

ness facilities for employees.

In concert with the general trend towards a greater concern for

physical fitness in the United Stanes, leaders in business and industry

since 1970 have increasingly encouraged greater physical fitness among

employees. Industry leaders such as US Plywood, Union Carbide, Xerox,

Continental Can, Phillips Petroleum, Kimberly-Clark, Metropolitan Life,

Lockheed, Boeing, General Foods, Texaco, and Firestone are among

the many companies and corporations that currently have organized em-

ployee physical fitness programs (23:13). A number of articles (6:55;

15:465-467; 32:68-69; 50:8; 70:16) describe typical business physical

fitness programs and employee physical fitness facilities. Programs

range from encouraging employees to participate in physical activities

on their own time to allowing employees to use company facilities during

working hours. Facilities made available by employers range from sub-

sidized memberships in YMCAs and health clubs to multi-million dollar

company-owned and operated physical fitness complexes. Program leader-

ship techniques range from use of interested employees as leaders to

employment of full-time physical fitness directors (15:465-466; 28:343).

The strong support for physical fitness programs by business

management is motivated by an impressive list of tangible benefits:

more productive employees, decreased absenteeism due to health problems,

reduced health insurance claims, and reduced health insurance costs paid

by the employer (16:12-14; 19:53-54; 28:343; 53:83). Strong management

support is the key to the success of the employee physical fitness
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programs in business and industry (23:15). Available literature strongly

suggests that employee physical fitness has increased as a result of

actions by business and industry management to support physical fitness

programs and to provide suitable physical fitness facilities.

In summary, this chapter has presented research findings which

identify lack of adequate physical fitness as a past and present prob-

lem among the American people, among the military, and more specifically

among members of the United States Air Force. A history of AF physical

fitness programs was presented with the purpose of providing a perspec-

tive for the better understanding of those variables most significantly

influencing overall program effectiveness. Previous AF research was

unanimous in finding past and present AF physical fitness programs

ineffective in maintaining reasonable physical fitness among AF members.

Finally, a summary of research on significant variables which specifically

affect AF physical fitness was presented with the purpose of establishing

a baseline of existing knowledge to be augmented by the results of this

study.
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

~Chapter Overview

This chapter describes the methodology used to accomplish the

research objectives and answer the research questions listed in Chapter

I. This section describes the population and the sample from which

data were collected, the survey instrument used to collect the data, the

procedures used to process the data, and the computer programs and

statistical tests employed to analyze the data and answer the research

questions.

Population

The population of interest in this research consisted of all

active duty members of the United States Air Force assigned to CONUS

Department of Defense installations. The population was limited to

members assigned to CONUS installations because of the difficulties

involved in mailing survey questionnaires to and receiving question-

naires back from personnel assigned to overseas locations. While this

limitation restricted generalization of results to CONUS members, sim-

ilar results could be predicted from overseas members because the sur-

vey instrument was designed to solicit personal information and opinion

not dependent on location. Official Air Force figures show that the

current total number of active duty Air Force members is 565,887

(502,943 males and 62,94 females). Of this total, 114,197 members

are serving at overseas locations (41:172-173). The population included
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male and female members ranging in enlisted rank from airman basic (E,-1)

to chief master sergeant (E-9) and in officer rank from second lieu-

tenant (0-1) to general (0-10). The population included personnel with

military service experience ranging from zero to forty years and serving

in all Air Force Speciality Codes. Attributes of the population mea-

sured in this research included sex, age, height, weight, rank, flying

status, annual physical fitness test score, frequency and intensity of

participation in aerobic activities, opinions on supervisory support for

physical fitness activities, opinions on the adequacy of installation

physical fitness facilities, opinions on new AF weight standards, and

suggestions for improving the existing AF physical fitness and weight

control program.

Saunle

The sample from which data were collectod for this research was

taken from the Air Force population. The Personnel Survey Branch, Air

Force Manpower and Personnel Center (AMC/MPCIPS) was most helpful in

selecting and providing a random sample of Air Force members from the

CONUS population. The sample size was selected by AFMP' based on its

own procedures for the intended population and was sufficient to allow

for a 95 percent confidence level (39). The sample size selected by

AFMPC totaled 1,598 personnel, which included 712 officer and 886 en-

listed AF members. The sample included males and females of all ranks

except colonels and generals.

4



/ I,

A survey questionnaire was used in this research to mllect

data from which to answer the stated research questions. go existing

questionnaire was found which would provide the needed data, so a new

questionnaire was designed specifically for this research. The proposed

questionnaire was pretested for content validity on 25 male captains

and lieutenants enrolled in the graduate engineering management program

of the School of Systems and Logistics, Air Force Institute of Technology

(AFIT), Wright-Patterson AFB OH. Several minor revisions in the content

and format of the questionnaire were made as a result of this test. The

questionnaire was then submitted to the Personnael Survey Branch, AFP!PC,

and, after several more minor revisions, was approved and assigned USAF

Survey Control Number 82-26 with expiration date 31 August 1982. The

survey questionnaire asked for anonymous responses and solocited non-

threatening information known to the respondent. These characteristics

supported the assumption of questionnaire reliability.

Military address mailing labels were provided Ly AFMPC for all

personnel selected in the sample. The four-page survey questionnaire,

a cover letter introducing the survey and signed by the acting dean of

the AlIT School of Systems and Logistics, a Privacy Act Statement, and a

preaddressed return envelope were mailed to each person for whom an ad-

dress label was provided. The mailing labels provided by AFNPC con-

tained the names of six officer and three enlisted personnel with

"masked" addresses because of the classified nature of their duty lo-

cation. These names vere discarded from the ample. The mall nmber

discarded was assumed to have no significant effect on the ample sie.
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The total number of survey questionnaires mailed was 1,589, which in-

eluded mailings to 706 officer and 883 enlisted personnel. A copy of

the survey questionnaire, the cover letter, and the Privacy Act Statement

L. are included in Appendix A.

Although designed primarily for the purpose of soliciting data,

the questionnaire also included features of format designed to encourage

maxima response. The factors of appearance, content, length, and sim-

plicity discussed by Parten (38:384-385) were considered in the ques-

tionnaire design. Respondents were guaranteed anonymity and were asked

for their truthful and candid answers. Answers were to be marked di-

rectly on the questionnaire itself and not on a separate optical scan

answer sheet. Questions were widely-spaced on each page, and pages

were printed on one side only. Questions asked for simple numerical

data or for a choice among several alternatives. Space was provided on

the last page of the questionnaire for additional comments.

2 Processing

1,080 usable survey questionnaires were returned out of the

original 1,589 mailed , a 68.5 percent response rate. APHPC officials

indicated that the average response rate for Air Force surveys is ap-

proximately 60 percent (39).

Responses to each question on the questionnaires returned were

converted to numerical values, and the complete set of values for each

case was entered into a computer data file, compiled using the Harris

500 computer system. Appendix B contains a complete listing of the

1,080 computer data file cases. A key that relates the numerical values
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in each column of the data file to responses on the questionnaire is

also included in Appendix B.

A fitness category was assigned for each case based on sex

(Nestion 1), age (Question 2), and annual physical fitness test time

(Question 7 or 8), using the standards listed in AFP 50-56 (also repro-

duced in Table 2.4) for males and AFP 35-57 for females. The individual

aerobic fitness category assigned for each case appears in the ninth

column of the data file

Weekly aerobic points were calculated for each case based on sex

(Question 1) and on responses to Questions 9a through 9e and Question 10

using the aerobic point values for those activities listed in APP 50-56

for males and AFP 35-57 for females. Weekly aerobic points for each

activity are listed in columns 10 through 15 of the data file.

Evaluation of a sample of the opinions expressed on the new

weight standards of AFR 35-11 led to the formulation of six categories

of response for Question 16. Each opinion was read, evaluated, and as-

signed to the category most closely describing its intent. Opinion

categories for each case are listed in column 23 of the data file.

SImlarly, seven categories of response were formulated for

suggested program improvements solicited in Question 17. Each sgestion

was read, evaluated, and assigned to the category most closely describing

its intent. Suggestion categories for each case are listed in column 24

of the data file.

* i

Once stored in the computer data file, the data from the urvey
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questionnaires were analyzed using the computer program f

A.,;kaae = he S Sciences (SPS). Because of the large sample size,

the Central Limit Theorem was assumed to apply in this research, and all

data were assumed to be normally distributed. The Central Limit Theorem

states (32:198):

For large sample sizes, the mean T of a sample from a population
with mean 4 and standard deviation • has a sampling distribution that
is approximately normal, regardless of the probability distribution
of the sampled population. The larger the sample size, the better
will be the normal approximation to the sampling distribution of .

The specific SPSS subprograms used to answer the research questions are

briefly described below.

R. Frequency of response to each question on the nom-

inal or ordinal level was examined using the subprogram FREQUCIES.

Numbers and percentages of responses in each category of each question

were computed for males and for females. This subprogram was used for

Questions 1, 2, 5, 6, li, 12, 13, 14 , 15, 16, 17, and for individual

fitness category. Using a series of IF statements, the computer assigned

each case to a weight category ("below ideal," "within ideal," "above

ideal," and "above maximum") based on the standards listed in AFR 50-56

for males and AFR 35-57 for females. Weight category was also analyzed

using the subprogram FREQUENCIES. Using a series of COMPUTE statements,
the computer added together the weekly aerobic points previously cal-

culated for each activity listed in Question 9 and 10 and assigned a

total aerobic points per week score to each case. These weekly aerobic

point totals were further grouped into categories (0 points, 1-29 points,

and 30+ points) and analysed using the subprogram FREqUCES.

. Each survey question involving interval or ratio

data was analyzed using the subprogram CONDESCRIPTIVE. The mn, standard
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deviation, standard error, and minimum and &e.um values were computed

for the values reported in Questions 3, 4, 7, 9a through 9e, 10, and the

computed weekly aerobic point total.

CR TAST Contingency table analysis, using the subprogram

CROSSTABS, was used to examine the possible relationships listed in the

research questions. Specifically, the dependent variable of individual

aerobic fitness level, derived from the weekly aerobic point total, and

each of the independent variables (sex, age, weight, rank, flying status,

annual physical fitness test score, supervisory support, and facility

availability, use, and adequacy) were arranged in a contingency table,

and a chi-square value and probability were computed for each relation-

ship. The null hypothesis that the variables in question are indepen-

dent was tested using the chi-square statistic and its probability values.

A 95 percent confidence level was used in testing all hypotheses. If the

probability of obtaining a given chi-square value was 0.0500 or less,

then the null hypothesis was rejected with 95 percent confidence, in-

dicating the likelihood that the variables are dependent on each other.

In general, the greater the probability value in relation to the desi -ed

level of confidence, the greater the likelihood of statistical indepen-

dence between the variables. Conversely, the smaller the probability

in relation to the desired confidence level, the greater the likelihood

of statistical dependence between the variables. Because the CROSSTABS

subprogram directly computes probability values, the null hypothesis can

be readily evaluated at any desired level of confidence. The chi-square

statistic indicates only whether the variables are independent or depen-

dent but does not tell how strongly they are related (35:224).

. The subprogram ONEWAY was used to compare the mean
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weekly aerobic point totals of the respondents in the different cate-

gories of each independent variable. ONEWAY computed the F ratio and

its probability values, which were used to test the null hypothesis that

the mean weekly aerobic point totals for different categories were

equal. If the probability of obtaining a given F ratio was 0.0500 or

less, the null hypothesis was rejected with 95 percent confidence, in-

dicating the likelihood that a difference exists among the categories

being considered. Because the ONEWAY subprogram also directly computes

probability values, the null hypothesis can be readily evaluated at any

desired level of confidence.

DUNC . The DUNCAN multiple range test was used to analyze

those variables with more than two categories of response (Questions 2,

5, 14, 15, 16, 17, and individual fitness level and weight category).

DUNCAN grouped into subsets those categories of response with total

weekly aerobic point means significantly similar at the 0.050O level.

DUNCAN becomes less exact and subset groupings become questionable as

group sizes become more unequal.

T-TFS. The null hypothesis that the means of two-category

variables (Questions 1, 6, 11, 12, and 13) are equal was tested using the

t statistic and its probability values computed with the subprogram

T-TEST. If the probability of obtaining a given t value was 0.0500 or

less, the null hypothesis was rejected with 95 percent confidence, in-

dicating the likelihood that a difference exists between the variables.

Again, because T-TFT directly computes probability values, the null

hypothesis can be evaluated at any desired level of confidence.
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The subprograms FREQUENCIES and CONDESCRIPTIVE were used to

compute the descriptive statistics presented in Chapter IV for the data

collected in the survey questionnaire.

The subprograms CROSSTABS, ONEWAY, DUNCAN, and T-TEST were used

to compute the chi-square, F ratio, and t statistics which were employed

in Chapter V to answer the research questions of this study.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

Chapter Overview

This chapter presents the descriptive statistics, computed using

the subprograms FREQUENCIES and CONDESCRIPTIVE described in Chapter III,

for the data collected by the survey questionnaire. Statistics are re-

ported separately for males and females. Because of the different aero-

bic point values used in calculating individual fitness level, the dif-

ferent weight standards, and the different annual fitness test standards

used for males and females, any statistics based on combined male and fe-

male responses would not represent a meaningful assessment of the com-

bined sample. Descriptive statistics are presented for the responses to
each question in the survey questionnaire as well as for those additional

variables computed for each case by the author (individual fitness cate-

gory and aerobic points for each activity) and by the computer, using IF

and COMPUTE statements (weight category and total aerobic points per week).

Pr~etto2f Findings

Survey Question 1. Table 4.1 shows the sex distribution of

survey respondents.

Survey Question 2. The age groupings used in the questionnaire

correspond to the age groups used by the Air Force in APR 35-11, AFP 50-56,

and AFP 35-57. These groups differ slightly from those used in the stan-

dards established by Dr. Cooper. However, adjacent pairs of Air Force
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TABLE 4.1

Distribution by Sex of Survey Respondents

Sex Number Percent

1. 4le 968 89.6

2. Female 112 10.4

Total 1080

age groups can be combined in order to permit basic comparison with

Cooper' s age groups. Differences in the two age group schemes are best

demonstrated by comparing the age groups shown in Table 2.3 and Table

2.4. The age group distribution of survey respondents is shown in

Table 4.2.

TABLE 4.2

Age Group Distribution of Survey Respondents

Male Female
Age group (years) Number Percent Number Percent

1. 17-29 424 43.8 92 82.1

2. 30-34 216 22.3 10 8.9

3. 35-39 200 20.7 8 7.1

4. 40-"4 104 10.7 1 0.9

5. 45-49 19 2.0 1 0.9

6.504 5 0.5 0 0.0

Total 968 112

Survey Questions 3 and 4. All fractional measurements of height

reported on the questionnaire were rounded to the nearest whole inch be-

fore being entered into the data file. Similarly, weight measurements

33

- - - - -
! "~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~~~r T""_-... .... . ''"..."'wl 

- P '
lk:" ' , ,-'i,,



were rounded to the nearest pound. Table 4.3 describes the height and

weight characteristics of the survey respondents. Using height, weight,

and sex data, the computer assigned each respondent to one of four weight

categories based on the weight tables in AFP 50-56 for males and AFP 35-57

for fem3les. The maximum weight used from each weight table corresponds

to the current maximum allowable weight for males and for females listed in

AFR 35-11. Table 4.4 shows the weight category distribution of survey re-

spondents. Those respondents whose height exceeds the maximum values listed

in the weight tables are not included in Table 4-4.

TABLE 4.3

Height and Weight Characteristics of Survey Respondents

Standard Standard
N Mean deviation error Minimum Maximum

Height (inches)

Male 968 70.579 2.730 0.088 59 81

Female 112 64.973 2.791 0.264 60 73

Weight (pounds)

Male 968 178.082 21.581 0.694 112 '287

Female 112 131.241 19.734 1.865 100 2D0

TABLE 4.4

Weight Category Distribution of Survey Respondents

Male Female

Weight Category Number Percent Number Percent

1. Below ideal 168 17.4 4 3.6

2. Within ideal 364 37.7 40 36.0

3. Above ideal 380 39.3 52 46.8

4. Above maximum 54 5.6 15 13.5

Total 966 111
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Survey Question 5. The computer assigned each respondent to one

of five rank categories based on the following criteria:

CateoReorted rank

Airman E-1 through E-3

NCO E-4 through E-6

Senior NCO E-7 through E-9

Company grade officer 0-1 through 0-3

Field grade officer 0-4 through 0-5

Respondents who reported their rank as senior airman (E-4) were classified

as NCOs. Table 4.5 shows the rank distribution for the rank categories

described and also for combined officer and enlisted categories.

TABLE 4.5

nistribution By Rank Category of Survey Respondents

Male Female
Rank category Number Percent Number Percent

1. Airman 112 11.6 29 25.9

2. NCO 306 31.6 35 31.3

3. Senior NCO 75 7.7 3 2.7

4. Company grade officer 283 29.2 43 38.4

5. Field grade officer 192 19.8 2 1.8

Total 968 112

Enlisted 493 50.9 67 59.8

Officer 475 49.1 45 40.2

Total 968 112
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Survey Question 6. Survey question 6 identified those respondents

whose military duties routinely include participation in flying activity.

Personnel in Air Force Speciality Codes (AFSCs) requiring flight duty

include pilots, copilots, navigators, flight nurses, medical technicians,

weapons controllers, loadmasters, flight engineers, boom operators, tail

gunners, and ca her operations, maintenance, and support specialists.

Personnel on flying status are medically screened more thoroughly and

more frequently than non-flying personnel. Table 4.6 shows the flying

status distribution of survey respondents.

TABLE 4.6

Distribution by Flying Status of Survey Respondents

Male Female
Flying status Number Percent Number Percent

1. Yes 217 22.4 65.4

2. No 751 77.6 106 94.6

Total 968 112

Performance =d Activity Data

Survey Questions 7 and 8. The run test times listed on the

questionnaire were selected so that respondents could be conveniently

assigned by the author to an aerobic fitness category based on the age

group standards listed in A? 50-56 for males and UP 35-57 for fenales.

Thirty-second intervals were chosen so that responses could be assumed

to be reasonably accurate to within plus or minus fifteen seconds. Re-

spondents who performed the 3-mile walk or the stationary run test were

assigned to either fitness Category II or III based on current standards
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listed in APR 35-11 and reproduced in Table 2.7. Table 4.7 list, the

characteristics of the 1.5 mile run test times, and Table 4.8 shows the

fitness test and fitness category distribution of survey respondents.

TABLE 4.7

Characteristics of Respondents' 1.5-Mile Run Test Times

Minutes
Standard Standard

N Mean deviation error Minimum MaxLimum

Male 839 11.831 1.889 0.065 9.0 18.5

Female 81 13.426 1.732 0.192 9.0 17.5

TABLE 4.8

Distribution of Survey Respondents by Fitness Test and Fitness Category

Male Female

Number Percent Number Percent

Type of fitness test

1. No test 59 6.1 14 12.5

2. 3-mile valk/ ?0 7.2 17 15.2
stationary run test

3. 1.5-mile run text 839 86.6 81 72.3

Total 968 112

Fitness category

I. Poor 6 0.7 2 2.0

II. Fair 25 2.7 5 5.1

III. Average 277 30.5 60 61.2

IV. Good 364 40.0 24 24.5

V. Excellent 237 26.1 7 7.2

Total 909 98
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Survey Questions 9 and 10. Weekly aerobic points# based on re-

sponses to questions 9 end 10, were calculated by the author for each

respondent, using the aerobic point charts from APP 5D-56 and APP 35-57.

Interpolations were made for those reported distances, times, and dura-

tions which did not appear exactly in the point charts. Points were

awarded in question 10 only for those activities listed in the AF aerobic

point charts (badminton, football, golf, soccer, rope skipping, rowing,

akating, sking, tennis, and volleyball). Respondents received no points

for reported participation in softball, bowling, dancing. judo, karate,

weightlifting, bodybuilding, and other non- listed activities. Using

the weekly aerobic points for each respondent' a reported activity, the com-

puter calculated a weekly aerobic point total for each respondent.

Statistics describing the aerobic points for each activity and the total

aerobic points for all respondents are shown in Table 4.9. The computer

also assigned respondents to one of three aerobic fitness levels (0 points,

1-29 points, and 30+ points per week) based on weekly total aerobic points.

Table 4.10 shows the distribution of survey respondents by aerobic fit-

ness level.

Survey Questions 11, 12. and 13. Questions 11 and 13 collected

respondents' opinions on vhether or not their immediate supervisor and

their unit commander supported or encouraged participation in physical

activities. Question 12 identified those respondents whose supervisors

allowed participation in physical activities during normal duty hours.

Participation during the lunch hour, if specifically mentioned on a

questionnaire, was considered as duty hour participation. A third
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4.9

Obaaotr~a~caofAerobic Activity Points Earned by Survey Respondents

suve Ajw;n poins er ves

N-1121.31 (Fem1le 2.37er 0ea 1eito4err Mnmu aiu

9b.

Male 9b 2.861 7.463 0.240 0 70

Female 3.062 7.789 0.736 0 56

Simiing
9c

Male 0M6o 4.494 0.159 0 90

Female 1.411 6.200 0.586 0 48

B~cycling

Male.9 1.910 7.181 0.231 0 90

Female 1.911 6.767 o.639 0 60

Handball,. racquetballo
squash, basketball

9e
Male 8.024 13.123 0.486 0 90

Female 404 11.131 1.052 0 72

Other activities

Male 10 4.246 11.766 0.444 0 90

Female 4.464 11.966 1.441 0 60

Toale 32.819 38-591 1.240 0 275

Female 24730 35.731 3.378 0 151
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TABLE 4.10

D.tribution of Survey Respondents by Aerobic Fitness Level

Male Fowale

Aerobic Fitness Level Number Percent Number Pe;,t

1. 0 points per week 205 21.2 37 33.0

2. 1-29 points per week 373 38.5 46 41.1

3. 30 or more points
per week 390 40.3 29 25.9

Total 968 112E

response category ("don't know") was created to accommodate the responses

of those who indicated that they did not knov the policy of their super-

visor or commander. Table 4.11 shows the frequency distribution of re-

spondents' opinions regarding supervisory support. Those respondents

allowed to participate in physical fitness activities during duty hours

were grouped by the computer according to the number of duty hours per

week reportedly used. This distribution of duty hours (0 hours, 1-3 hours,

and 41 hours per week) is also included in Table 4.11. Table 4.12 lists

the statiastAcs which describe the duty hours per week used for physical

fitness activities.

Failty

Survev Questions 14 and 15. Question 14 was used to determine

the availability of physical fitness facilities at each respondent's

installation. The question also collected opinions on the adequacy of

facilities from those respondents i.th facilities available. Question 15

identified those ho used their physical fitness facilities and grouped

then according to the frequency of their use. Table 4.13 lists respondents'

evaluations and reported use of installation physical fitness facilities.
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TABLE 4.11

* Respondents' Evaluations of Supervisory Support for Participation in
: l:Physical Fitness Activities

ale Female
Number Percent Number Percent

Immediate supervisor
support

0. Don't know 22 2.3 3 2.7

1. Yes 692 71.5 78 69.6

2. No 254 26.2 31 27.7

Total 968 112

Duty hour participation
allowed

0. Don't know 38 3.9 5 4.5

1. Yes 542 56.0 62 55.4

2. No 388 40.1 45 40.2

Total 968 112

Duty hours used for physical
fitness activities

1. 0 hours per week 164 30.3 24 38.7

2. 1-3 hours per week 239 44.1 27 43.6

3. 4+ hours per week 139 25.6 11 17.7

Total 542 62

Unit commander support

0. Don't know 29 3.9 3 2.7

1. Yen 758 78.3 79 70.5

2. No 181 18.7 30 26.8

Total 968 112
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TABLE 4.12

Summary of Duty Hours Used for Physical Fitness Ativitius An Reported
by Survey Respondents

Duty hour. used per week

Standard Standard
N Mean deviation error Minimum Maximum

Male 54+2 2.142 2.125 0.091 0 9

Female 62 11.758 1.956 0.248 0 8

TABLE 4.13

Respondents' Evaluations and Reported Use of Physical Fitness Facilities

Male Female

Number Percent Number Percent

Facility description

1. Excellent 208 21.5 18 16.1

2. Good 4+55 47.0 52 46.4+

3. Fair 178 18.4 16 14.3

4. Poor 45 4.6 9 8.0

5. Not available 12 1.2 0 0.0

6. Don't know 70 7.2 17 14.3

Total 968 112

Facility use

1. yes 640 66.1 69 61.6

2. No 328 33.9 43 38.4

Total 968 112

Frequency of use

1. 5-7 times per week 78 12.2 9 12.5

2. 3-4 times per week 24+2 37.8 28 38.9

3. 2 or less ties per 320 50.0 35 48.6
week--

Total 640 72
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Survey Questions 16 and 17. Responses expressing opinions on

the new AFR 35-11 weight standards (question 16) were assigned by the

rauthor to one of six general categories based on similarities in meaning

among responses. Similarly, suggestions for improving the existing

AF physical fitness and weight control program (question 17) were as-

signed to one of seven categories. Where a respondent listed more than

one opinion or suggestion, the one stated first was used as the basis

for assignment to a response category. Additional comments listed by

respondents follwing question 17 were generally repetitions or elabo-

rations of opinions or suggestions already listed and were also con-

sidered when assigning respondents to opinion and suggestion categories.

Table 4 .14 shows respondents' opinions by category on the new weight

standards, and Table 4.15 lists respondents' suggestions by category

for program improvement.

A sample of respondents' opinions concerning the new weight stan-

dards is included in Appendix G, and a sample of respondents' sugges-

tions for program improvement is included in Appendix D. The opinions

and suggestions listed in the appendices were edited for basic grammar

and spelling errors, but otherwise are reproduced as written by each

respondent. The number following each opinion and suggestion refers to

each respondent' s case number. Readers may use the case number to iden-

tify additional information (sex, weight, rank, fitness category, etc.)

on any respondent by referring to the appropriate line in the complete

data file listed in Appendix B. The sample opinions and suggestions

listed in the appendices reflect the dews of each respondent and do not

necessarily represent the views of the author or the position of the

Air Force Institute of Technolog or the United States Air Force.
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TABLE 4.14

Respondents' Opinions on Now AFR 35-11 Weight Standards

Male Feaale

Opinion categry Number Percent Number Percent

0. No opinion 173 17.9 15 13.4

1. Disagree-should
allow for age 138 14.3 22 19.6

2. Agree-should not
allow for age 460 47.5 53 47.3

3. Make standards even
tougher 47 4.9 6 5.4

4. Consider factors
other than height 137 14.2 16 14.3

5. Other opinion 13 1.3 0 0.0

Total 968 112

TABLE 4.15

Respondents' Suggestions for Improving the AF Physical Fitness and Weight
Control Program

Male Female
Suggestion category Number Percent Number Percent

0. No suggestions 227 23.5 23 20.5

1. Current program okay 17 1.8 2 1.8

2. Mandatory duty-hour
program 269 27.8 40 35.7

3. More frequent testing 146 15.1 10 8.9

4. Mandatory program jad
more testing 66 6.8 13 114

5. Tougher enforoment 89 9.2 11 8.9

6. Other suggestions 154 15.9 13 11.6

Total 968 112
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CHAPTER V

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

Chapter Overview

This chapter contains an analysis of the data collected by the

survey questionnaire. Each research question is analyzed separately,

based on the results of the computer subprograms CROSSTABS, ONEWAY,

DUNCAN, and T-TEST described in Chapter III. The relationships between

the physical fitness variables addressed in this research are discussed,

and findings of this research are compared with applicable findings of

those previous studies discussed in Chapter II.

Research Question 1

What is the current physical fitness level of
Air Force personnel as measured by self-reported
frequency and intensity of aerobic activities
rated according to criteria listed in AFP 50-56
(male) and AFP 35-57 (female)?

The characteristic used to measure individual physical fitness

level in this research was the total number of aerobic points each

respondent earned per week. This measure was chosen because it is based

on the existing standards described in AFP 50-56 and AFP 35-57. Also,

the research of Cooper and others demonstrates that total aerobic points

per week is a valid indicator of individual aerobic fitness. This re-

search used Cooper' s recommended minimum of 30 aerobic points per week

as the basis for establishing the fitness levels (0 points, 1-29 points,

and 30 and more points) shown in Table 4.10. These ordinal-level cate-

gories were used as the dependent variable in the contingency tables
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(computed with CROSSTABS) used to answer Research Questions 2 through 9.

The subprograms ONEWAY, CMI, and T-TEM used the ratio-level mean

aerobic points per week as the dependent variable in comparing groups and

establishing the strength of relationships among groups.

For the sample surveyed, the average number of aerobic points earned

per week was 32.8192 for males end 24.7500 for females. Of the males sur-

veyed, 40.3 percent earned at least 30 aerobic points per week, but 21.2

percent did not earn any points. Of the females surveyed, 25.9 percent

earned at least 30 points per week, but 33.0 percent did not earn any points.

No previous research has assessed the aerobic fitness of Air Force

females, so a comparison of current female aerobic fitness level with aerobic

fitness levels determined in other research could not be made.

The current aerobic fitness levels determined in this research for

males, however, can be compared with the fitness levels reported in the 1979

ACSC study previously discussed. The current research found a smaller per-

centage of respondents at the lowest level (0 points) and a larger percent-

age at the highest level (30 and more points) when compared with results of

the 1979 study. The 1979 study consisted of only male field grade officers,

a factor worthy of consideration. Table 5.1 shows the comparison between

aerobic fitness levels determined in this research and levels determined

in the 1979 ACSC research.

Because the 1970-1971 official Air Force aerobics test results

were based on reported times for the 1.5-mile run and not on weekly aerobic

points, direct comparison of those results with the results of this study

would be improper, despite the predictor-criterion relationship of aerobic

fitness level with aerobic fitness category, reported in the findings for

Research Question 7.
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TABLE 5.1

Comparison Between Aerobic Fitness Levels Determined in Current Research
and Levels Determined in 1979 ACSC Research

Males

1979 ACSC Researcha Current Research
Aerobic Fitness Level Number Percent Number Percent

1. 0 points per week 168 39.0 205 21.2

2. 1-29 points per week 147 34.0 373 38.5

3. 30 and more points per week 117 27.0 390 40.3

Total 432 968

aSource 29:4

Cooper' s correlation of weekly aerobic points and aerobic fitness

category (Table 2.5) shows that a minimum of 30 points per week is

equivalent to fitness Category IV. Using Cooper's criterion (9:36) that

"only Categories IV and V are considered passing," this research finds

that 40.3 percent of the males surveyed and 25.9 percent of the females

surveyed have a level of aerobic fitness that is at least "passing."

Also significant is the finding that the aerobic fitness level of 21.2

percent of the males and 33.0 percent of the females surveyed (those

earning 0 points per week) must be considered "very poor."

Research Question 2

What is the relationship between individual aerobic
fitness and sex?

Contingency Table 1, Appendix E, shows the crosstabulation of

aerobic fitness level with sex. The chi-square statistic calculated

was:
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Chi-square = 11.82892 Probability = 0.0027

indicating that individual aerobic fitness and sex are statistically

dependent at the 0.05 level.

Comparison of the mean aerobic points per week for males and

females, shown below,

Males 968 32.819

Females 112 24.750

Entire sample 1080 31.982

t = 2.11 Probability = 0.0350

indicates a significant difference in male and female aerobic fitness

levels at the 0.05 level.

Therefore, this research concludes that individual aerobic fitness

and sex are significantly related, and that the aerobic fitness level of

the males surveyed is significantly higher than the aerobic fitness level

of the females surveyed. This finding is consistent uith the findings

of other researchers cited in Chapter II which show that males have a

higher level of physical fitness than females.

Research Question 3

What is the relationship between individual aerobic
fitness and age?

Contingency Table 2, Appendix E, shows the crosstabulation of

aerobic fitness level uith age. The chi-square statistic calculated

was:
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Male: Chi-square - 16.58923 Probability = 0.0347

Female: Cell sizes too small for valid statistic

indicating that for males individual aerobic fitness and age are statis-

tically dependent at the 0.050 level.

Comparison of the mean aerobic points per week for each age

group is shown below:

Male Female

Aie GrouD 1! Mean M Mean

17-29 years 424 38.2217 92 24.9674

30-34 years 216 29.7870 10 15.5000

35-39 years 200 27.8150 8 21.1250

40-44 years 104 28.7308 1 151.0000

45 years and older 24 24.0833 1 0.0000

Entire sample 968 32.8192 112 24.7500

F = 3.897 F = 3.768

Prob = 0.0038 Prob = 0.0066

Results indicate a difference in aerobic fitness level among age groups

for males. The small numbers of females in four of the groups preclude

any generalizations for females. The DUNCAN subprogram grouped all age

categories into one subset, indicating that no one age group was aig-.

nificant in accounting for the reported differences in means. Unequal

group sizes make the DUNCAN procedure inexact, however.

Therefore, this research concludes that individual aerobic fitness

and age are significantly related among male respondents and that aerobic

fitness level is higher among 17-29 year olds than among any of the other

age groups. The aerobic fitness levels of respondents 30-44 years of age
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are very similar and slightly below the mean of the entire male popu-

lation. The findings of this research generally support the findings

reported in the literature that physical fitness progressively decreases

with age.

Research Question _4

What is the relationship between individual aerobic
fitness level and degree of adherence to Air Force
weight standards as listed in AFR 35-11?

Contingency Table 3, Appendix E, shows the crosstabulation of

aerobic fitness level with weight category. The chi-square statistic

calculated was:

Male: Chi-square = 10.48860 Probability = 0.1055

Female: Cell sizes too small for valid statistic

indicating that for males individual aerobic fitness and degree of adherence

to AF weight standards are statistically independent at the 0.05 level.

Comparison of the mean aerobic points per week for each weight

category is shown below:

Male Female
Weight Categor-y ,1 BaM

Below ideal weight 168 39.9405 4 37.5000

Within ideal weight 364 34.0005 40 22.8500

Above ideal weight 380 28.4148 52 26.4615

Above maximum weight 54 31.3704 15 2D.3333

htire sample subset 966 32.6925 111 24.7297

F = 3.765 F = 0.314

Prob = 0.0105 Prob = 0.8150
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Two males and one female from the sample were not included in any weight

category because their height fell below the minimum height listed in the

weight tables in AFR 50-49. Results indicate a significant difference

in aerobic fitness level among weight categories for males and no dif-

ference among weight categories for females. Again, results reported

for females are suspect because of the small numbers in two of the

categories. The analysis indicates only that the "below ideal weight"

group mean is significantly different from the "above ideal weight"

group mean.

Therefore, this research concludes that individual aerobic fit-

ness and degree of adherence to AF weight standards are statistically

independent for male respondents. However, aerobic fitness level is

significantly higher among those who are "below ideal weight" than among

those who are "above ideal weight." Interestingly, the mean aerobic

fitness level of those respondents in the "above maximum weight" cate-

gory is only slightly lower than the mean of the entire male population

and is in fact higher than the aerobic fitness level of those respon-

dents in the "above ideal weight" category. These findings suggest

that weight control, obviously important for good appearance and military

image, is not directly related to individual aerobic fitness level.

Research Question 5

What is the relationship between individual aerobic
fitness and rank?

Contingency Table 4, Appendix E, shows the croustabulation of

aerobic fitness level and rank using the five rank categories described

in Chapter IV. he chi-square statistic calculated wast
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male: Chi-square = 26.49538 Probability = 0.0009

Female: Cell sizes too small for valid statistic

indicating that for males individual aerobic fitness and rank are de-

pendent at the 0.05 level.

Comparison of the mean aerobic points per week for each rank

category is shown below:

Male Female

Rank Caei Ma Mean

Airman 112 44.4554 29 22.2069

NC 306 28.3791 35 16.9714

Senior NCO 75 21.5600 3 0.3333

Company grade officer 283 37.5724 43 35.6512

Field grade officer 192 30.5000 2 0.0000

Entire sample 968 32.8912 112 24.7500

F = 6548 F = 2.122

Prob = 0.0000 Prob = 0.0830

Results indicate a difference in aerobic fitness level among males in

different rank categories. Again, mall numbers in two categories

prevent making generalizations for females. Further analysis grouped

the ranks into two subsets: NCOs, senior NCOs, and field grade officers

in one subset and airmen and company grade officers in the other subset.

The latter subset has a a:gnificantly higher mean aerobic points per

week.

The relationship between aerobic fitness level and rank was

further investigated Ly comparing the aerobic fitness level of officer

and enlisted ranks. Contingency Table 4, Appendix E, shows the crose-
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tabulation of aerobic fitness level and rank by officer and enlisted

category. The chi-square statistic calculated was:

Male: Chi-square = 7.01774 Probability = 0.0299

Female: Chi square = 4.41423 Probability = 0.1100

indicating that for males aerobic fitness level and officer/enlisted

rank are dependent and that for females aerobic fitness level and

officer/enlisted rank are statistically independent at the 0.05 level.

Comparison of the mean aerobic points per week for officer and

enlisted ranks is shown below:

Male Female

Rank Cate=orI Mean Mean1u

Enlisted 493 30.9939 67 18.4925

Officer 475 34.7137 45 34.0667

Entire sample 968 32.8192 112 24.7500

t = -1.50 t = -2.30

Prob = 0.134 Prob = 0.023

Results indicate that aerobic fitness levels for officers and enlisted

ranks are not significantly different for males but are different for

females.

Therefore, this research concludes that for males, individual

aerobic fitness and rank are dependent. Although the aerobic fitness

levels of officer and enlisted ranks are not significantly different,

within those categories airmen and company grade officers have signifi-

cantly higher fitness levels when compared to NO1, senior HG1O0, and

field grade officers. For females, officers have a significantly higher
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aerobic fitness level than enlisted members.

The research of Balks and Ware on fitness and rank differences,

discussed in Chapter II, included civilians and used fitness measurement

criteria different fromthose used in this research; therefore, any corn-

, parson of findings would be improper.

Research Question 6

What is the relationship between individual aerobic
fitness and flying status?

Contingency Table 5, Appendix E, shows the crosatabulation of

aerobic fitness level with flying status. The chi-square statistic

calculated was:

Male: Chi-square = 1.75067 Probability = 0.4167

Female: Cell sizes too small for valid statistic

indicating that for males individual aerobic fitness and flying status

are statistically independent at the 0.05 level.

Comparison of the mean aerobic points per week for those on fly-

ing status and those not on flying status is shown below:

Male Female

~L~aLe km 1 LiM

Yes 217 34-2995 6 30.6667

No 751 32.3915 106 24-4151

Entire sample 968 32.8192 112 24-7500

t - 0.64 t = 0.42

Prob a 0.521 Prob - 0.679
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Results indicate no difference in aerobic fitness level between flying

and non-flying respondents. The =nall number of females on flying status

prevents making generalizations for females.

Therefore, this research concludes that individual aerobic fit-

ness and flying status are statistically independent for male respondents

and that there is no sigificant difference in the mean aerobic points

earned per week by flying and non-flying respondents. This finding sup-

ports the findings reported in the literature which show that the aerobic

fitness of personnel on flying status is no better than the aercbic

fitness of non-flying personnel.

Research Question 7

What is the relationship between individual aerobic
fitness and annual physical fitness test score?

Contingency Table 6, Appendix E, shows the crosstabulation of

aerobic fitness level with annual physical fitness score. Due to the

small numbers of respondents in Category I and II, these categories were

combined into a "poor and fair" category in order to obtain a valid

chi-square statistic. The chi-square statistic calculated was:

Male: Chi-square = 168.29894 Probability = 0.0000

Female: cell sizes too mall for valid statistic

indicating that for males individual aerobic fitness and annual physical

fitness test score are statistically dependent at the 0.05 level.

Comparison of the mean aerobic points per week for each of the

aerobic fitness categories is shown below:
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Male Female
Aerobic & s C ae Ma i

0. None 59 17.7797 14 14.3571

I. and II. Poor and Fair 31 8.0645 7 12.1429

III. Average 277 17.2274 60 14.4500

IV. Good 364 29.0659 24 46.2917

V. Excellent 237 63.7890 7 72.5714

Entire sample 968 32.8192 112 24.7500

F = 72.166 F = 9.142

Prob = -0.0000 Prob = 0.0000

Results indicate a difference in aerobic fitness level among aerobic

fitness categories for male and female respondents. Results reported

for females are suspect, however, because of the mall numbers in three

of the aerobic fitness categories. Further analysis grouped the cate-

gories for males into three subsets with significantly different means.

The "none," "poor and fair," and "average" categories have a mean sig-

nificantly lower than that of the "good" category, which has a mean sig-

nificantly lover than the mean of the "excellent" category.

Therefore, this research concludes that individual aerobic fitness

,ad annual physical fitness test score are statistically dependent for

male respondents. The mean aerobic fitness level of respondents in the

"excellent" category is more than double the aerobic fitness level of

respondents in the "good" category. These results suggest that for ales,

aerobic fitness level as determined by weekly aerobic points is

a valid predictor of aerobic fitness category as determined by the

annual physical fitness test.
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Research Question 8

What is the relationship between individual aerobic
fitness and perceived degree of supervisory support
for physical fitness activities?

Contingency Table 7, Appendix E, shows the crosstabulation of

aerobic fitness level with respondents' opinions on whether or not their

immediate supervisor supports or encourages participation in physical

fitness activities. Responses of "don't know" were not included in the

crosstabulation in order to ensure large enough cell sizes for a valid

chi-square statistic. The chi-square statistic calculated was:

Male: Ohi-square = 0.58012 Probability = 0.7482

Female: Chi-square = 0.36732 Probability = 0.8322

indicating that individual aerobic fitness and immediate supervisor

support are statistically independent for both males and females at the

0.05 level.

Comparison of the mean aerobic points per week for respondents

with and without supervisor support is shown below. "Don' t know" re-

sponses are not included.

Male Femalo

Imedae visor &uwport I Mean Mean

Yes 692 33.3671 78 23.7821

No 254 31.1535 31 26.9355

Entire sample subset 946 32.7727 109 24.6789

t = 0.78 t - -. 41

Prob = 0.435 Prob = 0.680

77



Results indicate no difference in aerobic fitness level between respon-

dents with and without the support of their immediate supervisor.

Another measure of supervisory support for physical fitness

activities is the supervisor' s position regarding participation in phys-

ical fitness activities during normal duty hours. Contingency Table 8,

Appendix E, shows the crosstabulation of aerobic fitness level with

supervisor's position on duty hour participation. Responses of "don't

know" were excluded from the crosstabulation. The chi-square statistic

calculated was:

Male: Chi-square = 3.39382 Probability = 0.1832

Female: Chi-square = 1.93492 Probability = 0.3800

indicating that individual aerobic fitness and supervisor' s position on

duty hour participation in physical fitness activities are statistically

independent for both males and females at the 0.05 level.

Comparison of mean aerobic points per week for respondents whose

supervisors do allow duty hour participation and those who do not are

shown below. "Don't know" responses are not included.

Male F'Aale
Duty Hour Particivation Allowed N Mean Mean

Yes 542 35•2362 62 25.0968

No 388 30.7887 45 25.3333

Entire sample subset 930 33.3806 107 25.1963

t = 1.72 t = -0.03

Prob = 0.085 Prob = 0.974
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Results indicate, at the 0.05 level for males and females, no significant

difference in aerobic fitness level between respondents allowed to par-

ticipate in physical fitness activities during duty hours and those not

allowed to participate.

For those respondents alloved to participate in physical fitness

activities during duty hours, a comparison was made between aerobic fit-

ness level and actual namber of duty hours used per week. Contingency

Table 9, Appendix E, shows the crosstabulation of aerobic fitness level

with number of duty hours used per week for physical fitness activities.

The chi-square statistic calculated was:

Male: Chi-square = 108.60123 Probability = 0.0000

Female: Cell sizes too small for valid statistic

indicating that for males individual aerobic fitness and number of duty

hours used per week are statistically dependent at the 0.05 level.

Comparison of mean aerobic points per week for each category of

duty hours used is shown below:

Male Female
Number of Duty Hours Used N Mean N Mean

0 hours per week 171 20.8956 25 24.6800

1-3 hours per week 234 36.4915 26 22.6538

4 or more hours per week 137 51.0365 11 31.8182

&tire sample subset 542 35.2362 62 25.0968

F - a4.129 F = 0.298

Prob = 0.000 Prob = .7431
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Results indicate a significant difference in aerobic fitness level among

categories of duty hours used for males. The sall numbers of females

in all the categories preclude making any generalizations for females.

Further analysis indicates that the group means for each duty hour

category are all significantly different from each other.

A final measure of perceived degree of supervisory support is

respondents' opinions on whether or not their organization or unit com-

mander supports or encourages participation in physical fitness activi-

ties. Contingency Table 10, Appendix E, shows the crosstabulation of

aerobic fitness level with respondents' opinions on unit commander sup-

port. Responses of "don't know" were not included in the crosstabulation.

The chi-square statistic calculated was:

Male: Chi-square = 2.46570 Probability = 0.2774

Female: Chi-square = 6.01207 Probability = 0.0495

indicating that individual aerobic fitness and unit commander support

are statistically independent for males and statistically dependent for

females at the 0.05 level.

Comparison of the mean aerobic points per week for respondents

with and without unit commander support is shown below. "Don't know"

responses are not included.

Male Female

Unit Commander Supmort N a Mean

Yes 758 32.5805 79 19.2785

No 181 33.7293 30 41.4000

Entire sample subset 939 32.8019 109 25.3670

t = -0.37 t = -2.42

Prob = 0.715 Prob = 0.021
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Results for males indicate no significant difference in aerobic fitness

level between respondents with and without the support of their unit

commander. Results for females, however, do indicate a significant

difference.

Therefore, this research concludes that individual aerobic fit-

ness and supervisory support for physical fitness activities, from both

the immediate supervisor and the unit commander, are statistically in-

dependent for male respondents. Although aerobic fitness level and

allowance for duty hour participation are also independent, aerobic fit-

ness level is very positively correlated with actual number of duty hours

used per week. Results are similar for females, except that individual

aerobic fitness and unit commander support are also statistically de-

pendent.

Research Question 9

What is the relationship between individual aerobic
fitness and the availability, perceived adequacy,
and use of installation physical fitness facilities?

Because nearly all respondents (98.8 percent of the males and

100.0 percent of the females) reported that physical fitness facilities

were available at their installation, no further .analysis on the re-

lationship between individual aerobic fitness and the availability of

facilities was performed.

Contingency Table 11, Appendix E, shows the crosatabulation of

aerobic fitness level with respondents' ratings of the adequacy of phys-

ical fitness facilities at their installation. Responses of "facilities

not available" and "don't know" were not included in the crosstabulation.
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The chi-square statistic calculated was:

Male: Chi-square = 10.15866 Probability - 0.1181

Female: Cell sizes too small for valid statistic

indicating that for male respondents individual aerobic fitness and

adequacy of available facilities are statistically independent at the

0.05 level.

Comparison of the mean aerobic points per week for each facility

rating is shown below. Responses of "facilities not available" and

"don't know" are not included.

Male Female
FAility 22scrto A ea N MaN

Excellent 208 34-4567 18 31.8889

Good 455 32.0462 52 18.9615

Fair 178 39.3539 16 21.8750

Poor 45 36.9333 9 63.0000

Entire sample subset 886 3432-4 95 26.0521

F = 1.555 F - 3.305

Prob - 0.1989 Prob = 0.0154

Results for males indicate no significant difference in aerobic fitness

level among ratings of facility adequacy. Small numbers of responses

in three categories preclude making any generalizations for females.

Contingency Table 12, Appendix E, shove the croastabulation of

aerobic fitness level vith actual use of physical fitness facilities.

The chi-square statistic calculated was:
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Male: Chi-square - 111.86016 Probability = 0.0000

Female: Chi-square = 12.68115 Probabi ity = 0.0018

indicating that individual aerobic fitness and use of installation phys-

ical fitness facilities are statisticlly dependent for males and fe-

males at the 0.05 level.

Comparison of the mean aerobic points per week for respondents

who do and who do not use installation physical fitness facilities is

shown below:

Male Female

Use of Installation Facilities N Mean mean

Yes 64o 39.1656 69 30.1449

No 328 20.6246 43 16.0930

Entire sample 968 32.8192 112 24.7500

t = 7.74 t = 2.05

Prob = 0.000 Prob = 0.043

Results for males and females indicate a significant difference in aerobic

fitness level between respondents who do and who do not use installation

physical fitness facilities.

For those respondents vho do use installation physical fitness

facilities, a comparison was made between aerobic fitness level and

actual frequency of facility use. Contingency Table 13, Appendix E,

shows the croastabulation of aerobic fitness level with frequency of

installation physical fitness facility use. The chi-square statistic

calculated was:

Male: Chi-square - 121.29272 Probability - 0.0000

Female: Cell sizes too small for valid statistic
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indicating that individual aerobic fitness and frequency of facility use

are statistically dependent for males at the 0.05 level.

Comparison of the mean aerobic points per week for each cate-

gory of facility use frequency is shown below:

Male Female

Frecuency of Facility Use J Mean Mean

2 or less times per week 320 24-9000 35 18.5429

3-4 times per week 242 48.4587 28 33.2500

5-7 times per week 78 72.1923 9 56.4444

Entire sample subset 640 39.5719 72 29.0000

F = 63.556 F = 5.049

Prob = 0.0000 Prob = 0.0000

Results indicate a significant difference in aerobic fitness level among

frequency of facility use categories for male respondents. The mall

number of females in one category precludes any generalizations for

females.

Therefore, this research concludes that individual aerobic fit-

ness for males is unrelated to the adequacy of existing installation

physical fitness facilities. Male and female respondents who never use

existing facilities have a lower aerobic fitness level than those re-

spondents who do use existing facilities. Among those respondents who

do use installation facilities, there is a strong positive correlation

between individual aerobic fitness and frequency of use. Frequent users

(5-7 times per week) earn nearly three times more aerobic points per week

than infrequent users (2 or less times per week) earn.
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Research Question 10

What are AF members' opinions concerning the new
Air Force weight standards?

The opinions on the new Air Force weight standards presented in

Appendix C are generally representative of the opinions expressed by many

survey respondents. Table 4.14 shows the distribution of survey re-

sponses by opinion category for males and females.

One of the variables which could be expected to influence a re-

spondent' s opinion on weight standards is the respondent' s on weight

category. In order to investigate the relationship between weight cate-

gory and opinion on weight standards, a chi-square statistic was cal-
culated from a crosatabulation of weight category and opinion category.

Contingency Table 14, Appendix E, shows this crosatabulation. Responses

of "no opinion"' and "other opinion" were not included in the contingency

table. The chi-square statistic calculated was:

male: Chi-square = 42.05022 Probablity - 0.0000

Female: Cell sizes too mall for valid statistic

indicating that for males, individual weight category and opinion on

the new Air Force weight standards are, as expected, statistically
dependent at the 0.05 level. In general, figures from the contingency table

suggest that "heavy" respondents (those who are "above ideal weight' and

"above maximm weight") tend to disagree with the new standards, while

"lightr" respondents (those "within ideal weight" and 'below Ideal

weight") tend to agree.

Individual aerobic fitness is another variable which could be

expected to influence a respondent' s opinion on weight standards.
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Comparison of the mean aerobic points per week for respondents in each

opinion category (excluding "no opinion" and "other opinion" responses)

is shown below:V _________Male Female
Onion Category A In. iun

DiLsaee--khould allow for age 138 25.9783 22 14.5455

Agree-should not allow for age 460 32.0022 53 23.3019

Make standards even tougher 47 49.7872 6 29.5000

Consider factors other than
height 137 38.1095 16 28.8125

Entire sample subset 782 33.0780 97 22.6082

F - 5.530 F - 0.687

Prob = 0.0009 Prob - 0.5623

Results indicate a significant difference in aerobic fitness level among

weight standard opinion categories for males and no significant dif-

ference for females. Results for females are suspect because of the

small numbers in three of the categories. Further analysis indicates

that respondents who disagree with the new weight standards have a sig-.

nificantly lover mean aerobic fitness level than do respondents who

agree with the nev standards.

Therefore, this research concludes that opinion on new weight

standards and respondent weight category are statistically dependent for

male respondents. Alsoj, the mean aerobic fitness level of respondents

who epgee with the new standards is significantly higher than the fitness

level of respondents who disagree. Respondents who feel the standards

should be even tougher have a significantly higher aerobic fitness level

than respondents in all other categories. Interestingly, although the
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number of females is too -mall to make many generalizations, the per-

centages of males and females in each of the opinion categories is very

simil ar, as shown in Table 4.14.

Research Question 11

What are AF members' suggestions for improving the
existing AF physical fitness and weight control
program?

The suggestions for improving the existing AF physical fitness

and weight control program presented in Appendix D are generally repre-

sentative of the suggestions offered by many survey respondents. Table

4.15 shows the distribution of survey responses by suggestion category

for males and females.

L respondent's suggestions for improving the existing program

could possibly be influenced by the respondent' s aerobic fitness level.

In order to investigate the relationship between aerobic fitness level

and suggestions for program improvement, a chi-square statistic was

calculated from a crosstabulation of aerobic fitness level with sug-

gestion category. Responses of "no suggestions" and "other suggestions"

were not included in the contingency table. The chi-square statistic

calculated was:

Males: Chi-square - 4.72D58 Probability - 0.7870

Female: Cell sizes too mall for valid statistic

indicating that for males individual aerobic fitness and suggestions for

improving the existing AF physical fitness program are statistioally

independent at the 0.05 level. Contingency Table 15, Appendx E, shows

this cro stabulation.
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Comparison of the mean aerobic points per week for respondents

in each suggestion category (excluding "no suggestion" and "other su-

gestions" responses) is shown below:

Male Female
Suzm ation Cateeory pI 37n .07an

Current program okay 17 17.5294 2 3.0000

Mandatory duty-hour program 269 37.0074 40 2s.630

More frequent testing 146 33.4110 10 28.4000

Mandatory program And more
testing 66 33.3182 13 19.8462

Tougher enforcement 89 35.6292 11 43.8182

Entire sample subset 587 34.9250 76 28.6316

F= 1.100 F= 1.007

Prob = 0.3559 Prob - 0.4095

Results indicate no significant difference in aerobic fitness level

among suggestions for improvement categories for male and feiale re-

spondents. Again, results are suspect for females because of the

small numbers in four of the categories.

Therefore, this research indicates that the suggestions made by

respondents for improving the exlsting AF physical fitness and weight

control program are statistically independent from respondents' aerobic

fitness level. A large percentage of respondents (49.7 percent of the

males and 55.0 per cent of the females) suggested either a mandatory

duty-hour program, more frequent physical fitness testing, or both.

The statistical independence of individual aerobic fitness level

and suggestion category implies, therefore, that approximately half of

all respondents, representing all levels of aerobic fitness, favor a
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generally more demanding physical fitness program.
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CRAPTER VI

CONCLUSONS AND RMOI4DADATIONS

This chapter summarizes the conclusions that can be drawn from

this study of individual physical fitness and the Air Force physical fit-

nese and weight control program. Recommendations upon which to bas im-

provements to the exdsting program are made, and recommendations for fur-

ther research are suggested.

Judgment must always be used when saking inferences about a large

population based on data from a smaller sample of that population. The

large sample size and high survey questionnaire return rate in this re-

search indicate that conclusions made for the sample of Air Force males

should be applicable to the entire Air Force population. Conclusions with

supporting empirical data were discussed in detail for each research

question in Chapter V. Following is a summary of these conclusions for

Air Force males:

1. The current Air Force progrom of physical fitness, governed

by AFR 35-11, has not yet produced a uniformly high level of physLal

fitness among Air Force ales. If aeroULo points oened per Week are

used a a basis of fitness meawe ment, only 10 percent of Air Force

males arei n at least a nypaaaingf category. At the other and of the
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scale, 20 percent of Air Force males get no aerobic exercise hatsoever.

2. Individual aerobic fitness does not depend on how close men

are to the "ideal" weight for their height. The mean aerobic fitness

level for overweight people is not significantly different from the mean

fitness level of the entire sample. 'Slim and trim" may be important for

good appearance and military image but does not necessarily equate to

better physical fitness.

3. At the same time, nearly half of the men agree with the new

Air Force weight standards; the 14 percent who disagree are generally

Vhose who are above their ideal weight or maximum weight. The remainder

of the men expressed opinions which did not clearly agree or disagree

with the new weight standards. This finding suggests that while weight

does not necessarily influence aerobic fitness, the enfoxcement of cur-

rent weight standards to achieve other results such as good military

image and positive self-concept does not work against acceptance of the

program by Air Force males.

4. Indeed, one of the most significant conclusions that can be

drawn from the data is that most Air Force males would support a more

effective physical fitness program. This inference is based on the fact

that more than 50 percent of the respondents favor a beefed-up physical

fitness program to include mandatory duty-hour participation, more fre-

quent testing, or both. Whether this interest in a more effective pro-

gram is motivated by a desire to do well in the annual fitness tests or

by a more general belief in the importance of physical fitness is, of

course, not indicated in the data. The findings clearly indicate, how-

ever, the perceived need for a more demanding program.
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5. Physical fitness programs require an investment of time as

well as an investment of effort. Among the respondents in this research,

there is not a significant difference in the mean weekly aerobic point

totals of those males who were or those who were not permitted and en-

couraged to use duty hours for physical fitness activities. Apparently,

motivated individuals will find the time for fitness activities and will

participate even if their supervisor or commander does not support or

encourage physical fitness. However, among the 56 percent who were per-

mitted to exercise during duty hours, the mean weekly aerobic point total

for those who used four or more duty hours per week (51.0365 points) is

much higher than the mean of the entire 542 respondent subgroup (35.2362

points). Among this subgroup, and probably among the entire population,

time equals fitness. If Air Force members used more duty hours to par-

ticipate in aerobic activities, the overall physical fitness of the Air

Force should increase.

6. The annual physical fitness test has drawn considerable

criticism in the literature (2:24; 20:18) and from survey respondents

as being an inaccurate measure of actual physical fitness. The contention

that the annual fitness test measures only once-a-year fitness and not

overall physical fitness certainly has merit. Data from this research

indicate that the number of aerobic points earned per week is as good an

indicator of aerobic fitness category as is the annual aerobics test.

Given this fact, Cooper' s assertion (9:40-45) that the number of aerobic

points earned per week is an accurate measure of overall aerobic fitness

is strengthened. Of course, measures of overall physical fitness based

on aerobic points earned per week wuld be accurate only if participants

reported weekly aerobic points honestly and accurately.
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7. Physical fitness generally decreases with increasing age.

Men below age 29 are in the beat shape; men over &6e 45 are in the worst

shape. Not surprisingly, partly because of the positive relationship

between age and rank, physical fitness also decreases with increasing

rank. These findings agree with those reported in the literature (3:6-7).

This decrease is explained only partially by age, however. Higher rank

within the enlisted and officer corps generally means increased manage-

rial responsibility, less time for physical fitness activities, and less

actual physical work. Airmen and junior officers (the younger workers)

are in much better shape than senior NCOs and senior officers (the older

managers). Being older or of higher rank is certainly no excuse for poor

physical fitness, however. The literature clearly points out that in-

creasing age does not have to produce a decline in aerobic fitness (3:6;

4:23).

8. The data do not support the expectation that men on flying

status are in better shape than non-flyers. The more frequent and

thorough medical screening of flying personnel does not necessarily re-

suit in an increased level of physical fitness as measured by total

aerobic points earned per week.

Females

The number of females surveyed in this research was generally too

small to permit many statistically significant conclusions. The mall

sample size should be considered in making any inferences from the sample

to the entire Air Force female population. Because of the mall sample

size, the following findings made with regard to Air Force females are

of necessity confined to the sample.
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1. Assessment of the current level of physical fitness, based on

aerobic points earned per week, shows only 26 percent in at least a

"passing" category; 33 percent get no weekly aerobic exercise whatsoever.

2. Females have a significantly lower aerobic fitness level than
males, a finding supported in the literature (73:54).

3. Women officers have a significantly higher aerobic fitness

level than enlisted women.

4. Nearly 14 percent of the women are above their maximum weight,

and another 47 percent are above their ideal weight. When compared with

men, 6 percent of whom exceed their maximum weight and another 39 percent

of whom exceed their ideal weight, women appear to have a greater problem

with weight control. Alternately, the standards for women may need ad-

justment.

5. Individual aerobic fitness among females is independent of

immediate supervisor support and supervisor position on duty-hour parti-

cipation in physical fitness activities. This parallels findings for males.

6. Women who do use physical fitness facilities are in much

better shape than those who do not.

Recommedations

The following recommendations are offered for consideration in

future efforts to improve the effectiveness of the Air Force physical

fitness and weight control program:

1. Consider the candid suggestions for improving the current

program, many of which are practical and applicable, offered by the
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respondents to the survey in this research. Of particular interest are

the suggestions for a mandatory program during duty hours. If these sug-

gestions are implemented, aerobic fitness level should increase, based on

the direct relationship between duty hours used and aerobic fitness level

as determined in this research.

2. Base measurements of physical fitness on the total number of

aerobic points earned per week and not on a once-a-year fitness test.

Develop an appropriate mechanism for accurately and honestly reporting

individual aerobic points. The mechanism should be non-punitive and should

stress recognition and positive reinforcement of suitably motivated people.

3. Initially spending money on new or improved facilities may

not solve the problem; the resource that can most effectively improve

individual physical fitness is time. If more duty time is allowed and

facilities are used more, then consider improving existing facilities

or building new facilities.

4. Use weight control as a measure of appearance and military

image and not as a measure of physical fitness.

5. Place greater emphasis on physical fitness and weight control

for people over 30 years old who do not exercise regularly, especially

senior NCOs and senior officers. Perhaps more frequent weight checks

and a more closely monitored aerobics conditioning program would encourage

those over 30 to improve their physical condition.

6. Increase efforts to educate Air Force members on the benefits

of physical fitness and proper weight control. Commanders' Calls, daily

bulletins, and bulletin boards could all be used to disseminate infor-

mation on exercise benefits, conditioning techniques, proper diet, and
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other aspects of physical fitness and weight control.

7. Place greater emphasis on physical fitness and weight control

for women. Again, perhaps more frequent weight checks and a more closely

monitored conditioning program would be helpful in encouraging women to

~improve their overall physical condition. An important comment made by

many of the female respondents was that there is a general lack of suit-

able physical fitness facilities for women on many if not most installa-

tions. Improved facilities for women could be an important motivator

for increasing female fitness.

8. Also regarding females, collect more data from a larger

sample in order to make more valid inferences on characteristics of the

Air Force female population.

9. Future research on the relationship between individual phys-

ical .fitness and other variables such as marital status, career field,

length of service, and job description would be helpful in determining

other significant characteristics of the Air Force population which

possibly influence individual physical fitness.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
AIR FORCE INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY (ATC)

WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE, OH 45433

REPKY TC

Ar1NO, AFIT/LSH (Capt Schellhous, AV 785-6761) 10 May 1982

SUBJECT Air Force Physical Fitness Survey

TO Survey Participant

1. As an active duty Air Force member, you have been randomly selected
to participate in an important Air Force research project. Your
responses to the items in this questionnaire will be used in evaluating
the effectiveness of the Air Force physical fitness and weight control
program. The information and opinions you provide will help in
formulating plans to improve the existing physical fitness program.

2. We ask that you be among those who will take a few minutes from
their busy schedules to provide some important physical fitness infor-
mation. Please answer each question as truthfully and as candidly as
possible. We guarantee complete confidentiality, and no attempt will be
made to identify any individual with specific survey responses.

3. This survey has been approved by Headquarters USAF and has been
assigned USAF Survey Control Number 82-26.

4. Please return the completed survey form in the envelope provided
within one week of receipt.

5. Your p ipation is sincerely appreciated.

1 Atch
Questionnaire

ool of Systems and Logistics

ROBBIN R. SCHELLHOUS, Captain, USAF
Resident Graduate Student

USAF Survey Control Number 82-26
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PRIVACY STATEMENT

In accordance with paragraph 8, AFR 12-35, the following information is
provided as required by the Privacy Act of 1974:

va. Authority:

(1) 5 U.S.C. 301, Departmental Regulations; and/or

(2) 10 U.S.C. 8012, Secretary of the Air Force, Powers, Duties,
Delegation by Compensation; and/or

(3) DOD Instruction 1100,13, 17 Apr 68, Surveys of Department
of Defense Personnel; and/or

(4) AFR 30-23, 22 Sep 76, Air Force Personnel Survey Program.

b. Principal Purposes. The survey is being conducted to collect infor-
mation to be used in research aimed at illuminating and providing inputs to
the solution of problems of interest to the Air Force and/or DOD.

c. Routine Uses. The survey data will be converted to information for
use in research of management related problems. Results of the research,
based on the data provided, will be included in written master's theses and
may also be included in published articles, reports, or texts. ristribution
of the results of the research, based on the survey data, whether in written
form or presented orally, will be unlimited.

d. Participation in this survey is entirely voluntary.

e. No adverse action of any kind may be taken against any individual
who elects not to participate in any or all of this survey.
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USAF SCN 82-26

* SURVEY TO ASSESS SE1LECTED VARIABLES AffECING

THE PHYSICAL FITNESS OF AIR FORCE PERSONNEL

1. Bex$ male femae

2. Present apt: 17-29 - 30-34 35-39 40-4

-45-49 -50 years and over

3. Heights ____ inches

4. Veights _____pounds

5. Rank:s _____

6. Currently on flying status Yes - No -

7. Recalling your best efor within the past 12 months in running
1.5 miles, either during the annual 1.5-mile run test or on your
own, check the time listed below which Is olos to your performance:

9 stin s 00 sea or less

- 10200 - 13:30 - 17 :00

- 10:30 - 4:00 - 7:30

- 11:00 - M4:0O 18:00

- 1130 15:00 - 8.30

- 2:00 - 5:30 19:00

- 2:30 - 6:00 - 9:30 and over

-I have not run 1.5 miles during the past 12 months.

9 8. If you performed the 3-mile walk or statioaryv run test instead
of the 1.,5-mile rnmp please list your time or duration to the
nearest half minutes on the line below*

-I have not performed the 3-mile walk or stationary run
test within the past 12 months.
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9. rom the following list of activities, please procvide your' best
estimate of the information requested for IV of those activities
in which you regularly partioipate s

Regular'ly means participation at least an average of once per week
during those times of the year when weather' pezits.,

Aerae distance means the average di stance covered in each run,
V walk, swim, etc.

Avrg JM means the average time to cover' the distance listed,

im s i !!!IW means the average number of times per 7-day week
that you partioipate in the specified activity.

a. Runnings Average di stance _ ____miles

Averags time minutes

Times per week _____

b. Walkinag: Average distance ______miles

Average time _____minutes

Times per week _____

a. Swimmings Average distance ______yards

Average time _ ____minutes

Times per week _____

d, Bicycling. Average distance ___ _MilSS

Average time _ ____minutes

Times per week _____

9, Handbll, racquetball, squash, boskstball:

Averae duration
of each game,
session, etco,_____ minutes

Time per week _____
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10. List any other physioal aotivties, sports, or games in which you
eularl.-y participate. List the appiloable information for eaoh

aotivity$

Average Average time/ Times
Aotivity distnce duration Per week

lio In your opinion, does your immsediate suorvisor support o
enoourage your partioipation In physioal fitness activities?

Yes - No

12. Does your immediate supervisor allow you to participate in

physioal fitness ativities during your X A= k=o ?

Yes No

If psj list the approximate number of dutr hours Per week
that you use for physica fitness activities:

hours

13. In your opinion, does your orfanization or unit oommander
support o encourage your partioipation in pTysioal fitness
aotivities?

Yes_- No

14. Whioh of the following best describes the ilhysioal fits8.
Lah1Jm (gas, tracks, courses, pools, courts, eto.) at
your installation which are available to support the aotivities
listed in estion 9

.- zoellont - Poor

- Good - Facilities not available

. - ir Don't know
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15. If pk~sioal, Matess ftoitios JM FamUM as You izstallationt
do o w ru them fr physloal fitness aotivitios?

Yes No

If n& please indioat. the av rage fr meo of your uses

S-5-7 tims per week

-4 times per week

2 or loss times per wook

16. The roont ohaqge to AR 35-11, published in Noveber 191, list*
maxima. allowable weights aooording to height but without regrd
to so. What is your opinion oonoerning the now weight standards?

17. What are your suggestions for impro'ving the Air Fboem physioal
fitness and weight oontrol program?

"HAU YOU FOR OWKPL I HIs sUVY].

go would approoiate oy additional ooemonts you owe to majo oosernin
the Ar ftro p ysiosl fitness and weight oontrol proga or this neqn,8
(Contime on reverse side if neoesa y.)
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APPENDIX B

COMPUTR LIST!ING OF RESPONSES TO SURVEY QUESTION~NAIRE
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Key for Relating Numerical Data File Values to Questionnaire Responses

Data file Question
column number on Values and
number Description questionnaire responses

1 Sex 1 1 =male 2 =female

2 Age 2 1 =17-29 4 =40- 45
2 =30-34 5 =45-49
3 =35-39 6 = 50+years

3 Height 3 Number of inches

4 Weight 4 Number of pounds

5 Rank 5 1 =AB 10 =2dLt
2 =Amn 20= 1Lt
3 =AlC 30 =Capt
4 = SrA-Sgt 40 = Major
5 = Sgt 50 =Lt Col
6 =TSgt
7 = HSgt
8 = SMSgt
9 = CMSgt

6 Flyingastatus 6 1 =yes 2 no

7 Annual run test 7 Time in minutes
time 50 = did not run

8 Annual walk or 8 Time in minutes
stationary run test 50 =did not walk or
time stationary run

9 Aerobic fitness 0 =None 3 = Average(III)
category 1 =Poor(I) 4 = Good(IV)

2 =Fair(II) 5 - IEXOGUent(V)

10 Aerobic points 9a Number of points
per week running

11 Aerobic points 9b Number of points
per week walking

12 Aerobic points 9c Number of points
per week swimming

106



Data file Question
column number on Values and
number Description questionnaire responses

13 Aerobic points 9d Number of points
per week bicycling

14 Aerobic points per 9e Number of points
week for handball,
racquetball, squash,
basketball

.15 Aerobic points per 10 Number of points
week for other 50 = some activity but
activities no points awarded

16 Supervisor support 11 0 = Don't know
1 =Yes 2=No

17 Duty hour participation 12 0 = Don' t know
allowed 1 = Yes 2 = No

18 Duty hours used per Number of hours
week for fitness 0 = no to Question 12
activities

19 Unit commander support 13 0 = Don't know
1 = Yes 2 = No

20 Fitness facility 14 1 = Excellent 4 = Poor
description 2 = Good 5 = Not available

3 = Fair 6 = Don't know

21 Facility use 15 1 = Yes 2 = No

22 Frequency of use 0 = No to Question 15
1 = 5-7 times per week
2 = 3-4 times per week
3 = 2 or less times per week

23 Opinion on weight 16 0 = No opinion
standards 1 = Disagree-should allow

for age
2 - Agree--should not allow

for age
3 = Make standards tougher
4 - Consider other factors
5 - Other opinion
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Data file Question
column number on Values and
number Description questionnaire responses

24 Suggestions for 17 0 = No suggestions
program 1 = Current program okay
improvement 2 = Mandatory program

during duty hours
3 = More frequent testing
4 = Mandatory program and

more testing
5 = Tougher enforcement
6 = Other suggestions

25 Individual case number Numbers from 1 to 1080
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1 2 70 169 5 2 10.0 50 5 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 1 3 2 2 1
1 2 71 165 30 2 12.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 27 8 1 1 2 I 3 1 2 2 2 2
1 3 74 185 50 2 12.5 50 4 0 0 * 0 0 0 1 1 0 I 3 2 0 2 6 3
2 1 62 117 3 2 15.0 50 3 0 15 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 1 1 3 2 2 4
1 2 70 172 10 2 11.5 50 4 0 5 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 1 2 1 3 0 3 5
1 2 67 135 40 2 11.5 50 4 3 0 40 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 1 1 2 4 6 6
2 1 69 142 10 2 13.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 2 1 2 2 3 2 0 3 5 7
1 4 72 198 50 2 13.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 16 2 2 0 2 3 2 0 4 6 8
2 1 70 160 30 2 15.0 50 3 96 4 0 0 0 50 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 5 9
2 1 66 135 20 2 15.5 50 3 16 6 0 12 20 50 I 1 2 2 2 1 3 1 3 10
1 4 72 180 50 1 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 6 2 0 0 I 11
1 1 70 173 4 2 9.5 50 5 70 0 0 0 18 50 1 2 0 1 3 1 2 2 2 12
1 4 73 160 8 2 13.0 50 4 40 0 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 1 1 3 2 0 13
2 1 66 120 1 2 15.0 50 2 0 42 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 I 6 2 0 2 2 14
1 1 74 205 4 2 10.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 18 0 1 1 1 1 6 2 0 2 6 15
1 2 70 131 4 2 13.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 4 0 16
1 2 69 165 5 2 12.5 50 4 5 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 21 1 3 1 2 17
I 2 69 203 5 2 9.5 50 5 140 0 0 0 50 50 2 1 0 2 3 1 2 4 6 18
1 1 67 150 4 2 10.5 50 4 8 7 0 0 0 3 1 1 0 1 2 1 3 2 6 19
1 1 66 155 4 2 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 0 2 20
1 3 68 151 6 2 13.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 5 1 5 2 0 2 2 21
2 3 60 100 20 2 14.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 01 1 0 1 2 1 3 2 3 22
1 2 70 163 30 1 9.5 50 5 75 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 0 2 2 1 3 3 2 23
1 4 72 205 7 2 13.3 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 2 2 0 0 0 24
1 1 70 145 10 2 10.0 50 5 0 15 12 0 18 0 1 1 2 1 3 1 3 4 6 25
1 3 72 190 40 2 15.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 9 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 0 0 26
1 3 73 210 7 1 50.0 40 3 0 12 0 0 0 50 1 1 0 1 2 2 0 4 6 27
2 1 62 128 4 2 50.0 17 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 3 2 0 2 0 28
1 2 71 185 30 1 10.5 50 ' 8 0 0 0 0 4 2 1 2 1 2 1 3 2 0 29
1 1 70 165 10 2 10.0 50 5 12 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 4 1 3 0 6 30
2 1 67 145 10 2 14.5 50 3 0 0 0 10 0 18 1 1 0 1 2 1 3 2 0 31
1 1 71 180 5 2 13.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 0 1 2 2 0 2 2 32
1 1 69 175 3 2 9.5 50 5 18 0 0 0 27 50 I 1 5 1 3 1 2 4 6 33
I 1 72 165 30 2 9.5 50 5 45 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 2 1 2 0 0 0 34
1 4 74 211 30 2 13.5 50 4 0 0 0 10 18 4 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 1 6 35
1 3 70 165 40 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 15 1 1 2 1 1 2 0 0 0 36
1 4 66 153 7 2 9.0 50 5 72 0 10 0 0 50 I 1 3 1 1 1 2 2 2 37
1 1 71 175 5 2 11.0 50 4 6 0 0 0 28 0 2 2 0 2 3 2 0 1 6 38
1 1 71 180 3 2 9.0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 50 2 1 0 1 1 3 1 0 39
1 2 75 226 6 2 13.5 50 3 4 0 0 0 0 501 1 4 1 1 1 3 2 2 40
2 1 62 114 30 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 27 0 0 50 2 2 0 1 3 2 0 2 5 41
1 3 69 185 30 2 10.5 50 5 90 0 0 0 0 12 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 4 6 42
I 2 69 165 3 2 11.5 50 4 20 0 0 0 9 50 2 2 0 2 4 2 0 2 0 43
1 2 65 135 20 2 10.5 50 5 0 6 0 50 0 61 1 4 1 I 2 0 2 2 44
I 1 72 178 5 2 9.5 50 5 6 0 0 0 15 01 1 3 1 3 1 2 2 3 45
2 1 68 137 3 2 13.0 50 3 24 0 4 0 27 24 1 2 0 1 3 1 2 4 2 46
1 4 72 198 6 2 12.5 50 4 38 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 1 2 1 2 2 6 47
1 1 72 195 5 2 13.5 50 . 9 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 3 1 2 0 6 48
2 1 63 136 4 2 50.0 17 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 1 3 49
1 69 165 5 2 10.5 50 4 37 0 0 0 3 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 1 2 6 50
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1 2 71 205 5 2 14.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 5 2 0 2 2 51

1 63 115 3 2 11.5 50 3 15 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 2 52
1 2 67 149 10 2 10.0 50 5 25 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 5 1 2 1 I 1 3 53
12 72 199 6 2 14.5 50 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 1 0 54
11 69 165 5 2 12.0 50 4 5 0 0 4 54 50 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 2 0 55
1 1 72 172 3 2 9.5 50 5 12 0 0 0 15 50 2 1 1 1 1 3 1 3 56
12 70 160 6 2 12.0 50 4 45 0 0 0 18 6 4 5 2 3 13 2 2 57

12 71 204 6 2 16.0 50 2 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 0 1 3 2 0 1 3 58
1 77 208 3 2 11.5 50 4 16 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 1 2 2 0 2 0 59
1 62 112 3 2 13.0 50 3 2 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 3 1 3 0 0 60
1 2 70 185 4 2 50.0 42 3 0 0 0 0 7 50 1 0 2 2 3 4 2 61
12 72 170 6 2 10.0 50 3 85 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 6 2023 62
13 72 175 6 2 18.0 30 1 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 0 1 63
14 67 165 7 2 50.0 40 3 0 0 0 0 0 6 1 1 1 1 3 5 64
1 70 154 4 2 10.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 2 6 2 0 0 6 65
12 75 190 5 2 0.0 50 3 0 0 0 4 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 2 3 66
13 74 198 6 2 14.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 1 2 1 3 3 2 67

I 1 64 135 4 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 0 1 2 2 0 2 3 68
3 72 180 40 2 10.0 50 5 0 0 0 0 15 50 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 3 69

13 69 147 40 2 15.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 1 3 2 0 0 0 70
13 64 155 30 2 10.5 50 5 30 5 0 0 0 0 1 4 1 2 2 1 3 3 71

1 72 5 15 021.5 50 4 36 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 3 1 3 2 0 72
13 73 171 40 2 50.0 41 2 0 0 0 25 0 0 1 1 2 13 13 1 3 73
12 69 158 20 2 10.0 50 5 0 2 0 10 9 3 2 2 0 1 2 1 3 4 2 74
11 64 135 4 2 9.5 50 5 0 0 0 30 45 50 1 1 8 1 4 1 2 2 3 75
22 65 135 30 2 15.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 4 76
14 73 188 50 2 30.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 1 1 1 1 3 1 3 2 5 77

13 71 165 7 2 16.5 50 2 0 0 0 0 18 50 1 1 0 1 2 1 2 0 4 78
12 69 165 6 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 14 3 1 1 3 1 1 1 2 2 2 79
1 3 69 178 50 2 12.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 27 20 1 2 0 1 3 1 2 0 6 80
14 69 155 50 2 9.5 50 5 125 9 0 2 0 0 2 2 01 1 2 0 0 2 81
1 171 160 20 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 8 0 0 0 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 0 3 82
12 72 145 30 2 10.0 50 5 0 0 0 0 8 0 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 2 5 63
12 72 190 5 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 6 2 0 2 0 84
13 69 182 40 1 50.0 50 0 36 0 0 0 22 0 1 1 7 1 2 1 2 1 2 85
12 70 160 40 1 12.0 50 4 64 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 4 2 1 1 2 2 6 86
13 70 190 50 2 13.5 50 3 48 0 0 0 9 50 1 1 6 1 1 1 1 3 6 87
2 162 106 30 2 14.5 50 3 12 0 000 0 1 1 0 1 2 2 0 2 0 88
1 3 71 160 40 1 9.5 50 5 52 0 0 0 36 0 1 1 8 1 1 1 2 0 2 89
13 70 165 40 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 30 I 1 0 1 2 2 0 0 0 90
1 4 73 145 50 2 50.0 38 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1'I 0 I 1 2 0 00 91
14 70 153 50 2 9.0 50 5 130 0 0 0 0 01 1 21 1 1 2 0 4 92
1 2 70 165 7 2 50.0 43 3 0 0 0 6 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 0 2 0 93
1 I 72 201 40 1 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 18 3 1 1 1 1 6 2 0 4 6 94
i 1 66 145 30 2 9.0 50 5 60 0 2 32 15 50 I 1 4 1 2 I 3 2 3 95
12 69 800 5 2 14.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 27 50 1 1 3 1 2 1 2 2 4 96
1 3 73 185 40 1 9.5 50 5 60 10 0 0 0 0 1 I 2 1 3 2 0 3 6 97
1 3 69 165 50 2 11.5 50 4 24 0 0 0 27 0 1 1 5 1 3 1 1 2 2 98
13 69 167 40 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 2 2 2 0 3 2 99

I 172 215 3 2 10.5 50 4 60 0 72 0 18 50 1 2 0 1 2 1 2 4 6 100
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1 4 69 160 40 1 11.0 50 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 1 2 20 2 4 101
1 269 175 301 10.550560 0 0 0 0 31 1 41 21 325 102
1371 193 8216.0502 0 0 0 0 050112122012 103
1 3 71 190 30 1 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 0 1 1 1 3 4 0 104
13 72 186 30 2 12.5 50 4 40 0 0 036 0 1 1 5 1 2 1 1 26 105
1269165 6250.0353 0 0 0 018 31 12121202 106
13 75 220 40 1 15.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 15 50 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 1 2 107
12 73 175 7 2 13.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 1 2 0 1 2 108
1 570140 9215.050360 0 0 0 0 01 1 4131322 109
1 3 67 165 8 1 50.0 39 3 0 0 0 0 18 0 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 2 6 110
1 2 71 187 5 2 13.5 50 3 0 50 0 0 18 26 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 4 3 111
1 4 70 192 50 2 13.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 9 50 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 2 6 112
1 2 74 188 7 2 12.5 50 4 5 8 0 0 0 3 1 1 1 1 6 2 0 3 2 113
2 1 64 120 4 2 50.0 50 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 1 1 4 1 6 2 0 3 2 114
1 4 68 145 7 1 50.0 43 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 2 0 0 0 115
1 5 69 165 8 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 6 2 0 2 0 116
1 3 73 205 30 2 12.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 18 0 2 2 0 2 1 1 3 2 2 117
1 3 74 180 40 2 14.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 2 1 3 1 5 118
1 2 75 190 5 2 9.0 50 5 32 0 0 0 6 3 2 1 0 1 3 1 3 2 3 119
1 2 68 158 5 2 50.0 39 3 0 0 0 15 0 0 1 1 1 1 3 2 0 2 6 120
1 2 68 145 30 2 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 5 0 0 2 2 0 2 3 1 3 2 2 121
1 2 69 165 30 2 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 0 1 2 2 0 1 0 122
1 2 75 190 7 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 48 0 50 50 1 I I 1 1 1 1 2 5 123
1 1 76 195 5 2 13.5 50 3 0 45 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 1 4 124
1 2 68 138 4 2 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 10 0 50 1 2 0 1 2 1 3 2 3 125
1 3 68 180 40 2 9.5 50 5 150 0 0 0 16 50 1 1 5 1 3 1 2 2 6 126
12 71 205 5 2 10.0 50 5 0 10 0 0 18 27 1 1 4 1 2 1 3 4 5 127
1 174 210 3 1 9.5 50 5 27 7 0 3 27 50 2 2 0 1 2 1 2 2 2 128
1 1 75 160 3 2 9.0 50 5 60 0 25 20 0 0 1 2 0 1 1 1 1 0 6 129
i 1 71 181 4 2 12.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 16 1 1 2 1 2 2 0 0 0 130
2 1 64 114 3 2 50.0 50 0 0 9 0 12 0 0 1 1 0 1 4 2 0 0 6 131
1 3 72 180 7 2 12.5 50 4 0 12 0 6 0 0 2 2 0 2 3 1 3 2 3 132
14 72 180 40 2 12.0 50 4 48 0 0 0 0 0 11 3 11 1 2 2 0 133
1 2 65 128 7 2 11.5 50 4 22 0 0 0 0 26 1 1 3 2 1 1 2 0 0 134
1 176 215 4 2 10.5 50 4 4 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 0 1 2 1 2 2 2 135
21 67 120 3 2 9.0 50 5 60 18 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 2 0 0 5 136
1 2 72 190 30 1 13.0 50 3 6 0 0 0 0 6 11 4 1 2 1 3 2 2 137
1 4 70 175 40 2 11.0 50 5 10 0 0 0 45 0 I 1 3 1 3 1 1 3 0 138
2 I 64 130 5 2 12.5 50 4 12 4 0 15 0 0 1 1 4 1 1 1 2 4 4 139

1 1 68 185 10 2 12.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 3 2 0 4 6 140
1 1 69 146 3 2 11.0 50 4 0 18 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 4 6 141
1 3 70 171 7 2 14.0 50 3 0 12 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 2 2 0 4 3 142
1 1 71 195 2 2 13.0 50 3 6 0 0 0 0 50 1 2 4 1 2 1 3 2 6 143
1 2 71 190 6 2 12.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 27 50 1 1 3 1 2 1 2 2 0 144
1 2 70 145 6 2 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 3 50 1 1 0 1 1 2 0 2 4 145
2 1 66 140 4 2 15.5 50 3 0 0 0 5 0 50 1 1 5 1 3 I 3 2 4 146
1 1 72 149 3 2 13.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 I 6 2 0 2 0 147
2 1 66 115 3 1 15.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 3 1 3 1 6 148
1 174 187 5 2 12.0 50 4 20 0 0 0 9 50 1 1 5 2 3 2 0 3 3 149
1473 160 40 2 50.0 16 3 0 0 0 0 0 9 2 2 02 6 2 00 2 150
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3 72 178 40 2 10.5 50 5 30 0 0 0 4 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 6 151
12 72 205 30 I 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 501 1 2 1 2 1 4 3 3 152
1 2 68 145 30 1 11.0 50 4 0 6 0 0 27 0 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 2 3 153
12 68 152 20 2 10.0 50 5 0 0 3 2 0 16 2 2 0 2 1 1 3 2 1 154
1 I 74 210 5 2 14.0 5O 3 12 0 0 0 36 16 I 1 9 1 2 2 0 4 4 15
I 1 71 175 20 1 9.5 50 5 64 0 0 0 0 50 1 I 2 I 3 1 3 2 0 156
1 170 169 4 2 50.0 50.0 0 0 0 10 27 50 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 3 5 157
1 1 70 170 3 2 12.5 50 3 40 8 0 0 0 50 2 2 0 1 2 1 2 2 5 158
12 71 195 5 2 12.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 3 159
1 1 73 210 30 2 50.0 40 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 0 0 2 160
1 2 67 150 7 2 12.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 6 2 0 4 0 161
1 173 160 3 2 9.0 50 5 0 0 0 0 70 0 1 2 0 1 1 1 0 0 162
1 3 70 180 8 2 50.0 40 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 1 1 6 2 0 1 6 163
1266 145 30 2 9.5 50 5 70 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 1 2 1 2 0 3 164
1472 16730250.0423 0 0 0 0 0 0220162006 165
1272 17030214.5503 0 0 4 2 8 0120121322 166
1 3 67 155 7 2 12.0 50 4 16 0 0 0 6 0 2 2 0 2 1 1 1 0 3 167
1 1 67 157 20 2 11.5 50 4 40 0 0 0 2 50 2 1 5 2 3 1 I 1 0 168
1 2 72 170 30 1 18.5 50 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 4 2 0 4 2 169
1 471 18540250.0383 0 0 0 0 0501 101 21322 170
21 66 145 20 2 50.0 43 3 30 0 0 5 0 40 11 1 2 1 1 2 3 4 171

1 68 160 4 2 10.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 6 2 0 2 0 172
1 1 74 155 4212.050412 6 0 0 0501 201 21323 173
1 2 70 165 20 2 11.0 50 4 0 3 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 0 0 174
15 73 220 50 2 50.0 38 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 11 2 0 5 5 175
1271 180 5212.0504118 030 0 0501 1 4231 123 176
1365 155401 12.550440 0 0 0 0501 1 021 2042 177
13 70 200 30 2 10.0 50 5 48 0 0 0 9 501 1 2 1 2 1 2 3 3 178
147014950215.5503 3 0 0 0 0 6115121302 179
117017030213.5503 0 0 0 1 0 0211121226 180
1 16414520212.0504118 0 0 0 0501 121 1 1222 181
1 2 70 160 4 2 15.0 50 3 0 15 0 0 20 0 1 1 5 1 1 1 2 4 4 182
1 1 65 135 5 2 12.5 50 3 24 0 0 0 18 0 1 1 3 1 2 1 2 0 3 183
1 1 66 170 3 2 11.0 50 4 30 12 0 0 0 50 2 2 0 2 2 I 1 2 2 184
1 5 72 176 9 2 11.5 50 4 48 12 0 0 3 50 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 2 5 185
1 2 67 135 5 2 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 1 2 0 2 3 186
1 1 74 175 20 2 10.0 50 5 20 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 S 1 1 1 3 3 5 187
1 37722840250.0403 0 0 0 0 0 31 1 01 21343 188
1 2 70 180 30 1 11.0 50 4 32 0 0 0 0 50 1 I 1 1 1 1 2 2 4 189
1270155302 9.050580 0 0 0 0 01 12121236 190
16 76 220 50 2 50.0 45 3 0 0 0 2 0 50 1 2 01 1 20 2 6 191
13 71 165 40 1 50.0 40 3 0 4 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 4 1 3 3 2 192
1271 16030112.0504 0 0 0 0 0 01 10112006 193
1 4 74 170 50 2 10.0 50 5 60 0 8 3 0 50 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 6 194
1 1 68 138 4 2 11.0 50 4 5 16 0 0 9 50 2 2 0 1 1 1 3 2 3 195
1170195 4212.0504 9 5 0 0 050116121304 196
1 1 72 205 32 9.0505 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 3 1 3 1 6 197
21 64 138 3 2 17.5 501 8 0 0 4 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 2 1 6 199
1 3 70 146 30 2 9.0 50 5 125 0 0 10 0 18 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 2 199
1 2 67 160 20 2 11.0 50 4 IS 10 0 0 0 13 2 2 0 2 1 2 0 2 2 200
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1 1 74 197 2 2 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 36 0 1 2 0 1 3 1 2 2 1 201
2 1 63 138 5 2 14.5 50 3 3 0 0 0 0 20 1 I 1 1 1 1 3 1 3 202
2 2 64 135 5 2 14.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 38 36 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 1 2 203
1 72 164 20 2 10.0 50 5 15 2 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 2 3 1 3 2 3 204
1 1 72 199 20 2 12.5 50 3 36 6 0 0 18 18 I 1 9 1 1 1 1 0 2 205

* 1 3 74 170 40 2 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 8 0 0 1 2 0 1 3 1 3 2 3 206
1 1 66 148 10 2 10.0 50 5 20 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 2 3 2 0 2 2 207

:1 2 72 195 30 2 12.5 50 4 12 3 0 13 0 3 1 1 2 1 3 1 3 2 3 208
* 1 3 71 170 6 2 15.0 50 3 0 5 0 0 0 50 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 1 2 209
1 1 68 145 10 2 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 27 50 1 2 0 2 3 2 0 2 5 210
1 4 69 155 50 2 12.5 50 4 24 0 0 5 0 26 2 1 4 1 2 1 2 4 0 211
2 1 64 103 20 2 12.0 50 4 32 3 0 0 0 39 0 1 2 2 6 1 1 0 2 212
1 1 71 165 20 2 14.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 0 0 6 2 0 2 0 213
1 3 72 160 30 1 11.5 50 4 32 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 I 3 2 0 0 0 214
1 4 68 168 40 2 15.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 3 2 0 0 0 215
1 4 72 172 50 2 13.5 50 4 9 0 0 0 0 6 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 2 2 216
1 1 72 165 4 2 9.0 50 5 0 0 0 0 0 50 2 2 0 2 2 1 3 0 2 217
1 1 66 140 30 2 9.0 50 5 100 0 0 0 20 0 1 1 9 I 1 1 1 0 4 218
1 3 67 160 40 2 14.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 3 4 6 219
1 2 72 178 30 2 12.0 50 4 36 0 0 0 9 6 1 1 0 1 1 1 2 2 4 220
1 2 74 170 30 1 11.5 50 4 24 0 0 0 27 3 I 1 4 1 1 1 2 0 2 221
1 2 74 179 30 1 10.5 50 5 60 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 I 1 3 3 5 222
2 1 63 124 3 2 11.0 50 5 75 56 0 6 0 50 2 2 0 2 3 1 2 2 2 223
1 3 74 205 30 2 14.5 50 3 0 0 0 10 0 6 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 224
1 3 69 174 50 1 11.5 50 4 64 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 2 0 2 3 225
1 2 74 205 30 2 13.5 50 3 1 4 0 3 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 3 0 0 226
1 I 70 168 20 2 10.5 50 4 0 30 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 2 1 2 2 1 227
1 4 68 160 7 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 7 2 1 1 01 1 2 0 0 0 228
1 3 69 203 5 2 16.0 50 2 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 2 1 3 I 4 229
1 3 69 162 50 1 13.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 2 3 1 0 230
1 2 67 178 30 1 12.0 50 4 9 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 2 1 231
1 1 70 145 20 1 10.0 50 5 75 0 2 0 14 0 1 1 1 I 1 I 3 3 6 232
2 I 60 116 5 2 12.0 50 4 25 0 0 5 0 50 1 2 0 1 4 1 3 2 2 233
I I 72 200 5 I 15.0 50 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 I 6 2 0 2 0 234
I 2 72 145 2 2 11.0 50 4 18 0 20 0 18 50 I 1 2 2 2 1 2 1 6 235
I 1 71 198 4 2 11.5 50 4 20 0 0 0 38 50 2 2 0 1 2 1 2 4 6 236
2 1 65 120 3 2 12.5 50 4 0 15 0 60 0 60 1 1 0 2 4 1 1 2 5 237
1 2 71 180 5 2 13.0 50 3 0 6 0 40 0 50 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 4 3 238
1 2 70 190 5 2 12.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 2 0 1 4 2 0 2 4 239
1 2 69 160 5 2 12.5 50 4 0 6 0 5 0 50 2 2 0 1 2 1 2 2 0 240
1 4 71 195 40 1 13.5 50 4 6 4 0 0 0 6 1 61 1 2 0 2 2 241
I I 69 149 4 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 30 1 2 0 1 2 1 2 2 5 242
1 3 67 169 40 2 50.0 39 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 1 2 243
I 2 66 140 30 I 14.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 1 0 1 2 1 3 0 0 244
1 4 66 161 40 2 13.5 5 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 1 2 0 1 5 245
1 5 73 175 50 2 14.0 50 4 24 0 0 15 0 0 1 1 3 1 2 I 2 2 3 246
I 4 67 145 50 2 9.5 50 5 30 0 0 0 0 50 I 1 2 I 1 1 2 2 2 247
I 3 67 ISO 30 2 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 I 0 I 6 2 0 2 2 248
2 1 68 145 20 2 11.5 50 4 48 2 6 20 0 50 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 4 6 249
S65 155 4 2 50.0 40 3 0 0 0 0 13 0 1 2 0 1 4 1 3 1 6 250
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1 3 70 165 50 2 11.5 50 4 36 0 0 0 0 6 2 2 0 2 1 1 3 0 3 251
1 170 165 5 2 13.5 50 3 12 0 0 0 0 3 1 2 0 1 2 1 3 0 6 252
14 67 175 40 1 50.0 40 3 0 9 0 0 27 6 I 1 3 1 I 1 2 1 2 253
1 1 69 150 4 2 12.5 50 3 9 0 0 0 31 0 1 1 6 1 1 1 2 1 3 254
1 1 71 180 3 2 10.0 50 5 100 48 1 90 30 0 2 2 0 0 3 1 1 2 5 255
1 174 216 5 2 14.5 50 3 0 30 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 6 2 0 4 4 256
13 70 185 40 1 12.0 50 4 8 0 0 0 9 0 1 1 4 1 2 1 3 2 0 257
21 64 140 5 2 15.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 1 6 2 0 2 0 258
1 1 77 200 3 2 11.5 50 4 6 0 0 0 50 0 1 1 1 1 3 1 2 2 0 259
13 74 195 7 2 12.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 0 1 3 2 0 2 5 260
1 2 74 195 5 2 10.5 50 5 3 0 0 0 18 0 I 1 2 1 2 1 3 2 5 261
13 73 205 40 1 13.5 50 3 30 6 0 0 3 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 2 2 3 262
13 68 152 30 2 9.0 50 5 40 0 0 0 0 3 2 2 0 2 6 2 0 2 4 263
14 72 180 50 1 0.0 50 3 50 0 0 0 22 6 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 0 2 264
14 74 169 50 1 15.0 50 3 45 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 9 1 1 1 1 0 5 265
1 2 72 165 30 2 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 6 2 0 2 3 266
13 69 220 7 2 15.0 50 3 6 10 0 0 0 0 1 1 4 1 2 1 2 1 3 267
14 67 138 50 1 50.0 38 3 0 0 0 0 13 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 4 2 268
14 69 190 40 2 18.0 50 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 1 3 1 2 269
1 4 74 210 40 1 11.5 50 4 15 0 0 0 27 50 1 1 3 1 2 1 2 4 0 270
2 1 64 140 3 2 50.0 41 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 I 2 0 2 2 1 2 2 2 271
12 71 163 40 2 10.0 50 5 35 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 131 3 2 6 272
14 71 150 50 2 50.0 33 3 010 0 0 0 0 t 1 3 2 2 2 0 2 0 273
I 1 70 168 20 2 9.5 50 5 50 28 0 12 0 501 1 0 1 2 2 0 4 6 274
2 1 66 143 4 2 15.5 50 3 3 2 0 0 0 50 1 1 2 2 2 1 3 2 4 275
1 172 195 20 1 10.5 50 4 24 2 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 1 3 0 6 276
1 1 70 155 101 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 01 1 0 1 6 2 0 0 0 277
12 67 150 30 1 9.0 50 5 100 0 0 1 9 0 2 2 0 2 3 1 3 3 2 278
1 2 73 164 30 2 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 10 36 6 2 2 0 2 3 1 1 2 2 279
13 67 179 6 2 50.0 39 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 1 6 280
14 74 175 8 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 1 2 0 2 2 281
13 72 163 50 1 10.5 50 5 48 0 0 0 36 0 0 1 0 1 2 1 2 0 2 282
12 70 170 30 2 10.0 50 5 40 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 4 1 3 1 2 0 0 283
13 73 210 10 2 13.5 50 3 0 4 0 0 18 12 2 1 4 21 1 1 2 2 284
14 68 170 30 2 9.5 50 5 80 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 4 1 2 1 3 0 3 285
1 167 150 10 2 10.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 26 0 2 1 2 2 6 1 3 2 2 286
11 66 130 4 1 9.0 50 5 20 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 2 1 3 2 5 287
1 167 125 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 1 3 2 0 288
13 71 192 50 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 2 2 2 0 2 3 289
13 71 165 30 2 16.5 50 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 2 0 0 5 290
1 172 170 30 2 12.0 50 4 16 0 0 3 9 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 3 0 5 291
21 67 145 10 2 50.0 43 3 2 5 0 0 0 50 I 1 3 0 3 2 0 2 6 292
13 72 185 7 2 12.0 50 4 0 8 0 0 0 3 1 1 4 1 3 1 3 4 0 293
14 69 160 50 2 50.0 50 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 1 2 0 2 1 294
12 71 170 30 2 9.5 50 5 48 0 0 0 0 501 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 2 295
14 71 174 50 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 2 0 0 5 296
1 166 160 10 2 9.0 50 5 38 0 0 0 60 50 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 4 4 297
1 3 72 200 40 1 13.0 50 4 0 6 0 0 0 50 1 I 0 1 1 2 0 4 0 298
1 1 70 150 20 1 10.5 50 4 12 0 0 18 0 50 I 2 0 1 2 2 0 4 2 299
1 172 1,9 5 2 11.0 50 4 20 30 6 0 36 50 2 1 0 1 4 2 0 4 4 300
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I 1 66 205 5 2 10.0 50 5 0 0 0 0 52 501 I 61 1 1 2 2 3 301
I 3 68 168 6 2 50.0 42 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 4 1 6 2 0 4 4 302
1 3 68 178 7 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 20 01 1 6 1 21 2 2 2 303
1 5 70 145 9 2 50.0 43 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 0 0 1 1 2 0 2 2 304
1 1 71 180 3 2 11.5 50 4 3 20 0 0 6 0 1 1 4 1 2 I 2 2 3 305
1 2 72 203 5 2 12.0 50 4 8 6 0 4 45 52 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 306
1 2 67 155 30 1 11.0 50 4 48 0 0 0 0 01 2 0 1 2 1 0 5 2 307
1 3 71 198 7 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 6 0 501 1 4 2 2 1 3 1 3 308
1 1 66 156 20 2 10.0 50 5 26 0 0 0 18 00 2 0 0 6 1 2 2 2 309
1 1 71 175 4 2 12.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 501 1 2 2 1 2 2 2 310
1 I 73 185 10 1 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 3 0 0 311
1 4 74 170 50 2 12.0 50 4 50 0 0 6 0 0 2 0 1 5 2 0 2 3 312
1 3 68 152 20 2 10.0 50 5 20 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 4 1 3 2 2 313
2 1 62 132 5 2 50.0 35 3 0 3 0 0 0 01 1 2 1 2 1 1 2 2 314
1 3 70 152 40 2 50.0 43 3 0 0 0 0 0 501 1 0 2 2 2 0 3 6 315
1 2 69 171 7 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 6 2 0 I 0 316
1 3 71 175 40 1 10.5 50 5 12 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 2 1 3 2 2 317
2 3 69 160 40 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 2 0 1 2 318
1 1 70 140 30 1 10.5 50 4 36 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 3 1 3 0 1 319
2 1 64 130 3 2 15.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 3 1 3 0 0 320
1 1 69 185 5 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 01 2 0 1 2 2 0 0 0 321
1 3 75 210 5 2 13.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 01 1 0 1 6 2 0 2 2 322
1 1 68 140 6 2 13.0 50 3 5 1 0 0 9 50 I 1 3 2 2 1 2 2 2 323
1 1 67 178 5 2 9.5 50 5 100 0 0 0 0 501 1 8 1 2 0 2 2 324
1 3 72 185 50 2 16.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 9 0 1 1 0 1 2 1 3 0 0 325
1 4 70 170 50 1 12.0 50 4 80 0 0 4 0 502 1 3 2 2 2 2 2 6 326
2 1 66 125 30 1 12.5 50 4 18 0 0 0 0 01 0 0 1 2 1 3 2 4 327
13 68 172 8 2 15.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 7 01 2 0 1 4 2 0 5 2 328
1 2 59 160 30 I 9.0 50 5 170 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 3 1 3 4 4 329
1 2 78 195 30 1 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 3 1 2 2 3 330
1 172 185 5 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 22 501 1 2 2 1 2 2 0 331
1 1 72 150 2 2 10.0 50 5 30 30 0 8 18 50 1 1 3 1 1 1 3 2 5 332
13 69 173 40 1 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 1 3 2 0 3 2 333
1 2 67 160 6 1 16.5 50 2 0 15 0 0 0 50 1 1 0 1 2 2 0 1 0 334
1 174 175 3 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 9 501 1 1 1 5 2 0 2 5 335
1 1 70 180 3 2 11.5 50 4 45 0 0 0 54 0 2 2 0 1 2 1 2 2 3 336
I 1 71 155 4 2 11.5 50 4 0 12 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 I 3 2 4 337
I 1 69 165 2 2 12.0 50 4 20 10 0 0 0 28 I 0 0 1 2 1 2 2 2 338
1 1 70 160 10 2 9.0 50 5 45 0 0 0 33 50 1 9 2 1 1 2 5 339
1 1 67 145 4 2 9.0 50 5 0 0 0 0 0 4 I I 2 1 2 1 3 2 2 340
I 1 71 189 5 2 12.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 27 3 2 0 2 5 2 0 1 2 341
1 2 70 172 30 1 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 5 0 I 1 0 1 2 1 3 4 0 342
I 1 74 161 4 2 12.0 50 4 0 30 0 0 0 0 I I 0 I 2 I 3 2 6 343
1 1 72 192 5 2 12.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 1 4 344
1 1 72 160 3 2 50.0 50 0 0 7 0 0 45 50 2 20 1 2 1 2 2 0 345
1 2 73 195 10 2 11.5 50 4 0 2 0 8 0 20 1 1 5 1 2 I 3 4 6 346
12 68 138 30 2 10.0 50 5 27 0 0 0 9 50 2 0 2 2 1 2 2 4 347
15 72 165 50 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 348
1 3 74 199 30 2 10.0 50 5 27 6 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 2 0 2 0 349
12 72 190 30 2 12.5 50 4 10 0 0 0 9 0 21 0 1 3 1 3 2 3 350

I' 115



21 64 123 3 2 15.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 6 351
1 2 74 190 30 I 10.0 50 5 12 0 0 0 0 50 I 1 1 1 2 1 3 5 3 352
1 1 74 185 4 2 14.0 50 3 0 6 3 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 6 2 0 2 3 353
15 74 172 50 2 14.5 50 3 32 4 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 1 1 3 2 3 354
1 3 71 170 40 1 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 2 1 3 355
13 69 160 30 2 12.0 50 4 24 0 0 0 0 20 1 2 0 2 2 2 0 4 2 356
13 70 175 40 2 15.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 2 0 3 6 357
13 71 180 7 2 11.5 50 4 0 8 0 2 0 50 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 1 4 358
1 170 178 3 2 13.5 50 3 6 0 30 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 1 1 3 0 0 359
13 69 148 30 2 15.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 6 2 0 2 5 360
1 1 73 160 20 2 1.1.0 50 4 15 0 0 0 7 50 1 1 3 1 2 1 2 2 4 361
1 176 180 20 2 10.0 50 5 0 0 5 0 19 3 1 1 6 1 2 1 2 0 5 362
2 1 65 120 10 1 11.0 50 3p 48 0 0 0 29 0 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 4 3 363
1 1 72 155 6 2 11.5 50 4 0 22 0 0 18 4 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 4 364
1 172 190 3 2 9.0 50 5 70 0 4 0 60 25 2 1 1 2 1 2 2 2 365
14 69 153 40 2 50.0 41 3 0 4 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 2 1 3 2 2 366
1 1 71 155 3 2 9.5 50 5 12 0 0 0 72 50 1 2 0 1 3 1 3 2 5 367
1 1 73 196 5 2 10.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 27 50 1 2 0 1 3 1 2 2 5 368
1 169 183 5 2 16.0 50 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 3 4 0 369
1 1 72 100 5 2 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 30 40 0 1 1 2 1 4 1 2 2 4 370
1 172 172 3 2 9.5 50 5 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 2 1 2 2 5 371
14 72 185 30 2 10.5 50 5 45 0 0 0 0 50 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 0 6 372
1 171 154 3 2 10.0 50 5 0 0 0 0 27 501 1 31 1 I 1 1 0 373
13 69 181 30 2 14.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 54 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 2 2 0 374
I 1 70 152 3 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 I 3 0 0 375
12 70 170 30 2 50.0 39 3 0 3 0 5 9 0 1 1 1 2 1 0 1 0 376
1 170 160 3 2 10.0 50 5 6 5 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 4 0 377
13 73 1555 2 13.0 50 3 0 0 0 10 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 0 378
1 3 71 178 50 2 12.0 50 4 45 0 0 0 13 50 1 1 5 1 4 1 2 2 2 379
1 2 72 201 40 1 11.5 50 4 18 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 1 1 2 2 0 4 6 380
1 1 66 152 20 2 12.0 50 4 6 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 1 1 3 0 2 381
1 4 73 178 40 2 14.0 50 3 24 8 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 2 0 2 4 382
1 177 210 5 2 13.5 50 3 0 5 0 2 27 0 1 1 1 1 3 1 3 2 0 383
I 169 147 1 2 12.0 50 4 3 0 0 0 18 36 1 2 0 1 2 1 2 2 2 384
12 73 222 5 2 14.5 50 3 0 0 0 20 0 0 I 1 0 1 1 1 3 2 0 385
1 2 74 175 30 2 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 26 1 2 0 2 2 2 0 1 2 386
2 1 71 171 10 2 11.5 50 4 40 0 6 0 0 50 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 3 387
13 72 174 40 2 50.0 38 3 0 0 0 0 20 0 1 2 0 2 2 1 3 2 0 388
1 I 70 148 10 2 11.0 50 4 70 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 0 1 3 2 0 4 3 389
I 1 68 141 4 2 10.5 50 4 0 0 2 0 0 50 t 1 4 1 2 1 2 2 3 390
1 2 67 180 6 2 50.0 40 3 0 14 0 0 0 0 I 2 0 1 I 1 3 2 6 391
13 72 175 7 2 15.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 2 1 0 1 2 1 3 5 6 392
1 2 72 195 5 2 11.0 50 4 0 12 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 I 2 0 I 3 393
1 4 76 222 50 1 12.0 50 4 16 0 0 0 0 3 1 I 4 1 1 1 2 2 5 394
12 69 170 6 2 50.0 500 0 00 0 72 0 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 2 395
1 3 70 165 6 2 17.5 50 2 0 12 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 0 396
14 69 188 8 2 14.55 0 3 0 0 0 0 7 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 3 4 2 397
1 67 135 3 2 9.5 50 5 12 40 0 0 45 0 1 2 0 1 3 1 2 2 6 398
1 172 195 30 1 14.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 0 1 2 2 0 2 0 399
1 2 76 180 30 2 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 30 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 3 6 400
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1 1 66"140"10 2 11.0 50 4 15 0 0 0 23 0 1 1 5 1 2 1 3 0 0 401
1 1 70 170 30 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 75 50 0 2 0 1 2 I 1 0 3 402
1 169 179 3 210.0 50 5 27 0 0 0 18 29 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 1 2 403
1 3 67 162 30 1 13.0 50 4 40 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 3 0 5 404
1 3 74 215 30 2 50.0 50 0 0 3 0 0 0 50 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 0 405
1 4 69 180 40 2 12.5 50 4 50 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 4 406
2 166 125 4 2 13.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 6 2 0 2 2 407
1 6 67 138 50 2 15.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 408
13 68 160 30 2 9.5 50 5 200 0 0 0 0 0 1 I 5 1 2 1 2 3 409
1 4 66 162 50 1 9.0 50 5 60 0 0 45 0 0 I I 0 1 4 2 0 4 6 410
1 2 71 178 30 1 12.0 50 4 4 0 0 0 0 1 1 I 2 1 2 I 2 2 2 411
14 73 200 50 1 50.0 43 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 I 0 1 1 2 0 2 0 412
1 1 73 180 30 1 10.0 50 5 120 0 0 10 0 0 1 I 2 1 2 1 1 3 3 413
1 3 69 157 40 1 15.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 22 0 1 1 5 1 3 1 2 0 4 414
12 66 162 30 1 13.0 50 4 0 12 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 4 2 0 3 6 415
13 74 192 40 1 50.0 43 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 3 1 6 2 0 4 3 416
1 4 75 175 50 1 9.5 50 5 100 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 5 1 1 1 2 4 6 417
1 1 65 155 4 2 12.5 50 3 3 4 0 0 9 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 3 0 0 418
I 1 70 180 3 2 12.5 50 3 8 0 0 0 27 50 2 2 0 2 2 1 3 2 3 419
1 1 73 152 20 2 10.0 50 5 0 0 0 0 18 35 1 1 2 1 5 2 0 3 5 420
13 69 150 40 2 15.0 50 3 0 2 0 0 0 50 2 2 0 1 2 1 3 0 0 421
2 69 135 5 2 14.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 2 3 2 0 2 4 422

1 3 74 200 30 2 12.5 50 4 0 36 0 14 18 0 2 2 0 2 3 2 0 5 2 423
2 1 63 115 4 2 11.5 50 4 10 0 0 0 18 0 1 2 0 1 1 1 2 ? 2 424
I 1 72 175 3 2 10.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 11 0 1 2 0 I 3 2 0 1 0 425
1 1 72 205 4 2 10.5 50 4 8 60 0 0 54 50 2 1 0 1 2 1 2 4 6 426
1 4 70 185 40 1 14.0 50 3 0 6 0 0 18 0 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 427
14 75 256 50 2 14.5 50 3 30 0 3 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 4 1 2 4 2 428
2 1 64 112 20 2 14.5 50 3 0 5 15 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 4 2 0 4 2 429
1 2 67 152 30 1 10.0 50 5 10 4 0 6 6 3 1 2 0 1 3 1 3 2 2 430
1 4 75 210 50 2 10.5 50 5 125 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 1 2 1 2 1 3 431
1 2 69 155 10 2 12.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 3 1 3 2 3 432
14 72 165 50 1 50.0 41 3 0 14 0 0 0 01 1 0 1 2 2 0 0 0 433
13 70 180 30 1 14.0 50 3 6 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 5 1 2 1 1 2 2 434
1 1 65 130 3 2 11.0 50 4 20 0 0 0 70 0 1 1 0 1 3 1 2 0 2 435
1 2 74 170 40 2 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 3 1 3 0 4 436
1 2 80 190 40 2 11.0 50 4 50 0 0 0 26 50 1 1 5 1 1 1 1 0 2 437
1 3 72 183 7 2 15.5 50 3 9 0 0 0 4 0 1 1 4 1 1 1 3 2 4 439
12 72 200 6 2 9.5 50 5 0 0 0 0 26 9 1 1 4 1 1 1 1 2 4 439
12 70 165 30 2 12.5 50 4 27 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 6 2 0 0 0 440
1 3 71 185 40 2 14.5 50 3 4 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 0 1 2 I 3 I 3 441
1 4 74 215 50 I 13.5 50 4 4 0 0 0 9 0 I 1 3 1 1 1 3 2 3 442
1 I1 71 195 30 2 14.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 2 0 0 0 443
1 3 69 180 8 2 50.0 50 0 3 3 0 0 6 0 I 1 5 1 I 1 3 2 0 444
I 173 180 301 10.0 50 5 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 2 445
1 3 70 185 40 1 13.5 50 3 20 16 0 3 3 0 1 1 3 1 1 3 1 2 446
1 4 68 175 8 2 15.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 6 2 0 4 2 447
13 70 165 30 2 11.5 50 5 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 0 1 3 2 0 2 2 448
3 70 165 40 I 11.5 50 5 0 6 0 0 0 50 I I 0 1 2 2 0 2 5 449

13 71 180 40 2 11.0 50 5 48 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 3 1 2 2 3 450
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I 1 71 I80 5 2 13.0 50 3 6 0 4 0 6 0 2 2 0 2 4 2 0 2 2 451
21 63 140 3 2 14.5 50 3 2 0 0 0 5 50 2 1 6 1 6 2 0 0 0 452
1370175402 13.5503 0 0 0 0 0 01 10132040 453
1 170 180 5 2 16.0 50 2 0 0 0 0 26 0 1 2 0 1 3 1 3 2 2 454
12 70 185 20 2 10.5 50 5 36 0 0 0 0 0 2 I 1 1 21 1 1 2 455
I 1 71 164 3 2 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 50 I 1 1 2 2 1 3 1 3 456
1 172 170 30 2 10.0 50 5 45 0 0 0 0 501 1 6 1 2 1 2 3 4 457
2161110 42 13.0503 0 0 0 0 050121121244 458
1 1 69 164 2 2 12.0 50 4 10 1 0 4 0 0 1 1 3 1 1 1 3 2 2 459
1 2 67 161 6 2 14.0 50 3 0 0 0 1 0 50 1 1 0 1 1 1 2 1 0 460
13 72 138 40 2 50.0 40 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 2 1 0 0 6 2 0 4 0 461
12 74 180 5 2 13.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 36 18 I 1 2 1 2 1 2 4 0 462
12 72 178 6 2 14.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 0 1 2 2 0 4 4 463
12 72 160 3 2 13.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 36 50 1 1 6 1 3 1 3 2 3 464
1 1 72 15t 3 2 50.0 50 0 0 15 0 0 36 0 2 2 0 1 2 1 3 2 0 465
2265 128 6250.0500 0 0 0 0 0 0110121242 466
12 71 165 6 2 10.5 50 5 25 10 0 0 0 61 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 2 467
15 72 182 50 1 16.0 50 3 0 5 0 0 18 20 1 1 4 1 2 2 0 2 2 468
1 1 64 135 20 1 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 2 0 I 2 1 3 2 6 469
1 172 180 20 1 10.0 50 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 4 1 3 4 0 470
13 66 155 6 2 50.0 38 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 6 2 0 0 0 471
1 168 165 5 2 12.0 50 4 40 30 0 0 0 3 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 2 472
1 1 69 163 30 1 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 22 0 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 5 4 473
13 68 190 7 2 50.0 41 3 0 0 0 0 0 18 1 1 5 1 1 2 0 2 2 474
12 73 185 30 1 12.5 50 4 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 2 2 1 3 4 0 475
1 4 74 196 50 2 13.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 1 3 2 1 476
2 1 70 140 10 2 12.0 50 4 20 7 0 0 5 9 1 1 2 I 2 1 2 2 5 477
12 72 189 4 2 9.5 50 5 60 0 0 6 0 01 1 3 1 21 1 2 4 478
2 1 64 120 10 2 12.5 50 3 4 0 0 0 4 50 0 1 0 1 2 2 3 2 2 479
1 3 65 137 30 I 11.5 50 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 2 0 2 2 480
I 1 72 155 2 2 14.5 50 4 0 5 0 0 0 0 I 2 0 1 2 2 0 1 5 481
12 68 158 30 1 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 2 2 3 2 0 482
1 1 75 180 30 2 11.0 50 4 64 27 0 0 0 0 2 1 5 2 2 1 3 1 0 483
12 70 180 30 2 10.5 50 5 25 9 0 0 18 31 1 3 1 2 1 3 0 3 484
1 4 74 190 50 2 50.0 32 3 0 0 0 4 0 72 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 5 2 485
I 1 70 170 3 2 11.5 50 4 4 0 0 5 9 50 1 2 0 I 3 1 3 4 0 486
13 73 190 5 2 14.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 18 0 1 2 0 1 2 2 3 0 3 487
1 3 76 220 30 2 17.0 50 1 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 1 1 3 I 6 488
1 1 70 191 3 2 12.0 50 4 0 28 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 2 2 0 4 0 489
1 174 152 5 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 81 76 1 1 6 1 4 1 1 4 6 490
1 1 69 150 3 2 11.0 50 4 0 3 0 0 9 6 1 1 4 2 4 1 3 0 2 491
1 3 66 188 30 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 2 0 I 2 492
1 3 70 150 7 2 50.0 45 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 5 493
1 2 67 142 30 2 10.0 50 5 45 0 0 0 40 50 1 1 3 1 3 1 1 2 4 494

I 1 72 168 4 2 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 0 1 2 1 3 2 6 495
1 3 69 152 40 1 9.0 50 5 120 0 0 0 9 0 1 I I I 1 1 3 2 3 496
1 3 73 188 40 2 50.0 50 0 0 5 0 2 0 3 1 1 4 1 2 2 0 3 6 497
13 60 173 50 2 12.5 50 4 12 4 0 0 0 6 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 4 0 498
1 I 71 150 20 2 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 4 2 0 0 4 499
1 173 180 3 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 2 23 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 4 3 00
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1 1 73-5-51Si 2-11.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 5o 1 12 1 1 1 3 2 5 501
1 68150 5250.041 3 0 0 0 0 0 01 1 41 2201 0 502

1 73 178 4 2 12.0 50 4 0 9 0 0 18 12 2 2 0 2 4 2 0 1 3 503
1269162 5214.5503 2 0 0 0 0501 1 1 122000 504
1 3 69 168 40 2 14.5 50 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 3 2 0 2 4 505
1 1 67 132 4 2 18.0 50 1 0 4 0 0 30 50 1 1 3 1 3 1 3 2 4 506
1 171 175 4214.0503 0 0 0 0 0 0220231300 507
156716050212.050232 0 0 0 0 0112121225 5081 4 72 175 50 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 1 141 2 20 46 509
1 3 70 190 50 1 12.0 504 3 09 0 0 6 2 0 2 2 1 2 20 510
116 15 3 210.0505 15 0 0 0 0 3 212221 20 511
1 1 70 168 4 2 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 2 2 5 512
216140 5 2.0500 0 0 0 0 0 011081102 5312 76 200 5 2 50.0 30 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 6 2 0 2 0 514

1 3 70 17 520 2 10.0 50 5 30 0 12 018 0 1 1 0 1 6 2 0 24 515
1 74 180 4214.0503 0 0 0 03650111121203 51614 71 19750 1 1.0 503 0 9 5 0 0 6 2 1 02 21 322 517
1 72170 30 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 31 1 22 122 51
1 3 175 40 2 11.5 50 4 27 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 5 519
2 1 67 165 3 2 50.0 50"0 0 0 0 5 0 0 2 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 3 520
1 3 71 192 501 12.0 50 412 5 0 5 9 0 1 1 0 1 2 1 20 0 521
1370153 42 9.5505 0 0 0 0 0 201 12121343 522
I 1 72 180 4 2 14.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 18 50 1 2 0 1 2 1 2 2 0 523
1 2 72155 3 2 9.5 50 530 0 0 0 54 0 2 1 02 3 1 1 2 6 524
1 368 145 30 1 1.5 50 4 0 15 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 31 3 4 2 523
1 1 70 175 3 2 10.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 2 2 0 1 2 1 2 1 4 526

1 67 140 30 2 11.0 50 5 0 0 6 30 0 1 1 0 1 4 1 3 2 3 527
1 173 177 6 2 10.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 9 50 1 1 1 1 3 1 3 2 4 528
2 3 72 215 6 2 11.0 50 5 32 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 2 1 3 2 3 329
1 72 75 3 2 11.5 50 4 25 0 0 0 9 50 1 2 0 2 6 1 1 2 0 530

24 72 180 50 1 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 18 0 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 531
5 73 14 8 2 15.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 2 0 0 2 532

1 69 20 5 2 50.0 393 0 6 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 6 2 0 0 2 533
1 1 72 152 20 2 10.0 50 5 0 70 22 0 0 0 2 1 5 0 2 1 2 2 0 534
1 70 175 5 2 12.0 50 4 0 15 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 0 535

3 62 135 20 2 11.0 50 5 0 0 0 0 72 50 2 4 1 0 2 536
22 65 18 7 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 t 0 2 6 2 0 2 6 537
I 163 110 4 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 2 1 2 2 2 6 538
1 2 70 165 40 2 11.5 50 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 1 0 0 3 539
12 74 03 30 2 12.0 50 4 0 15 0 5 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 3 2 6 540
1 173 135 10 2 10.5 50 4 0 0 0 20 27 12 2 1 0 1 1 1 3 4 0 541

1 3 68 178 8 2 14.0 50 3 0 3 0 0 0 13 1 I 1 1 2 1 3 13 2 542
1 2 66 155 6 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 2 1 4 1 2 1 2 2 5 543
13 71 160 40 2 50.0 42 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 0 1 3 2 0 1 6 544
11 75 175 10 2 9.0 50 5 0 0 0 0 0 30 1 1 3 1 6 2 0 3 ;3 545

I3 67 34 40 2 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 1 40I 1 1 10 2 1 3 2 2 546
1 3 68 162 50 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 6 2 0 0 2 547
1 3 68 154 8 2 10.5 50 5 75 0 0 0 13 27 1 1 5 1 2 1 1 1 3 548
12 70 111 6 2 13.5 50 3 0 6 0 0 9 0 2 2 0 1 2 1 0 2 ;3 349
1 1 76 185 3 2 11.5 50 4 0 0 ? 0 18 50 1 1 0 1 1 1 2 2 5 550
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14 72 190 7 1 13.0 50 4 6 0 0 0 0 231 1 4 1 2 1 3 2 2 551
1 172 170 4 2 9.0 50 5 20 7 0 0 27 50 1 1 0 1 2 1 2 2 5 552
1 I 71 160 1 2 9.0 50 5 90 42 0 2 22 60 2 2 0 2 3 1 1 0 6 553
1 1 70 173 4 2 10.5 50 4 8 0 0 0 27 9 1 2 0 1 3 1 2 5 5 554
1 4 71 165 7 2 50.0 47 2 0 2 0 0 0 6 1 1 0 1 1 1 3 0 3 555
2 1 64 132 10 2 13.5 50 3 2 4 0 0 0 3 2 2 0 2 3 1 2 2 2 556
12 70 146 5 2 12.0 50 4 0 18 0 0 0 01 1 1 1 1 2 0 2 6 557
13 68 140 6 2 12.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 3 1 3 2 2 558
1 1 70 160 20 1 9.5 50 5 100 6 0 10 0 0 I I 3 1 1 1 3 2 0 559
1 70 165 3 2 1O.S 50 4 23 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 1 1 3 2 2 560

12 70 160 10 2 12.0 50 4 0 18 0 0 15 0 1201 4 1 3 5 6 561
12 68 155 30 1 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 3 2 0 0 6 562
12 70 188 30 2 9.5 50 5 80 0 0 0 0 50 2 2 0 1 2 1 1 2 2 563
12 70 178 6 2 10.0 50 5 20 0 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 1 2 0 1 6 564
13 76 180 7 2 50.0 42 3 0 20 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 2 0 2 2 565
1 1 70 160 3 2 10.0 50 5 20 0 0 0 13 6 I 2 0 1 2 1 1 2 3 566
13 70 190 6 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 3 2 0 1 2 567
1 172 172 4 2 16.0 50 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 4 2 2 0 2 0 6 568
2 1 65 115 20 2 12.5 50 3 24 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 1 2 569
1 168 140 2 2 11.5 50 4 0 6 0 0 47 13 1 2 0 1 2 1 2 2 3 570
1 3 71 199 30 2 12.0 50 4 60 0 0 0 9 50 2 1 0 2 2 1 2 2 3 571
13 67 145 6 2 16.0 50 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 572
1 1 70 170 2 2 9.0 50 5 6 0 0 0 9 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 3 1 6 573

2 70 170 30 I 9.t 5 0 5 30 0 0 40 4 0 1 1 3 1 2 1 3 2 3 574
11 71 190 5 2 14.5 50 3 6 0 0 0 72 50 1 2 0 1 2 I 2 1 2 575
1 1 70 175 4 2 11.5 50 4 I 8 0 0 6 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 0 576
I 169 165 4 2 14.0 50 3 0 5 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 3 1 3 2 2 577
1 1 71 164 5 2 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 6 2 0 2 2 578
2 64 125 10 I 11.0 50 5 60 0 0 15 0 4 2 1 0 2 2 1 3 3 2 579
1 72 170 4 2 13.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 2 2 0 1 2 1 3 2 2 580

I 1 70 160 10 2 13.5 50 3 13 5 0 2 0 0 1 2 0 1 3 2 0 2 3 581
13 63 168 7 2 12.5 50 4 6 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 1 1 3 1 2 582
12 69 150 30 2 50.0 34 4 0 0 0 12 0 0 2 2 0 2 3 1 3 2 2 583
2 1 64 120 5 2 15.0 50 3 0 2 0 0 0 50 1 I 2 I 2 2 0 0 0 584
12 67 145 5 2 14.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 9 0 1 1 4 1 3 1 3 2 0 585
1 1 67 165 6 2 14.5 50 3 18 5 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 3 2 0 2 2 586
13 67 175 7 2 12.5 50 4 27 0 0 0 0 501 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 587
1 1 70 185 5 2 11.5 50 4 0 8 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 2 I 3 1 2 588
1 3 66 148 40 2 13.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 6 589
2 I 62 104 3 2 50.0 43 3 0 0 D 0 0 50 2 2 0 2 2 2 3 1 2 590
1 3 73 191 7 2 13.5 50 3 0 20 0 0 0 9 1 I 3 1 I 1 2 2 3 591
1 2 73 215 40 1 12.5 50 4 20 6 0 0 0 0 1 1 6 I 2 1 : 2 2 592
1 1 72 170 10 2 9.0 50 5 20 0 0 0 40 50 I I 4 2 4 1 2 0 5 593
I 1 72 145 4 2 13.5 50 3 0 7 0 0 22 0 2 I 0 I 6 2 0 4 6 594
1 1 76 210 30 2 50.0 39 3 0 10 0 0 27 0 2 2 5 1 3 1 3 1 4 595
1 I 74 196 5 2 12.5 50 3 12 19 0 0 0 50 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 0 2 596
1 172 155 3 2 10.5 50 4 0 10 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 0 597
1 1 72 195 1O 2 10.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 I 0 I 2 2 1 1 2 598
I 173 215 4 2 15.0 50 2 0 7 0 5 0 50 1 2 0 I I 1 3 0 0 599
1 2 67 150 30 2 l1.0 50 4 60 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 1 2 600
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1 372 204 8 2 11.0 50 4 60 0 0 0 36 01 2-0 ! 2 1 3 1 2601
t 2 72 203 6 2 15.5 50 4 8 0 0 3 9 01 1 5 1 3 1 3 4 2 602
2 1 62 138 3 2 14.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 2 3 1 4 603
2 1 66 131 4 2 50.0 42 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 I 2 0 1 4 1 3 2 4 604
2 I 61 107 3 2 14.0 50 3 0 5 0 0 17 50 1 I 0 1 2 I 3 2 4 605
1 2 68 192 30 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 t0 0 0 33 I 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 2 606
1 2 69 170 5 2 10.5 50 5 24 0 0 0 9 9 1 1 4 1 2 1 3 2 2 607
I 1 75 210 20 1 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 26 1 2 0 2 3 1 3 2 2 608
2 2 67 144 30 1 50.0 43 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 1 3 2 2 609
1 1 68 155 30 2 10.0 50 5 50 3 0 0 0 0 1 1 5 0 1 1 2 2 5 610
1 1 72 186 5 2 10.5 50 4 3 20 0 0 5 50 1 1 5 1 2 1 1 2 4 611
1 1 70 160 5 2 10.5 50 4 30 10 0 0 90 0 2 2 0 2 1 1 3 4 6 612
1 1 70 150 4 2 13.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 18 13 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 4 6 613
2 2 71 190 30 2 11.5 50 4 8 0 0 0 45 50 1 1 4 1 1 1 2 4 6 614
1 2 76 225 40 1 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 27 3 1 1 2 1 5 2 0 4 2 611
2 1 66 112 5 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 27 0 1 1 5 1 2 1 2 0 2 616
1 3 71 170 40 1 10.0 50 5 30 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 1 0 617
1 1 69 157 20 2 9.5 50 5 60 0 0 0 9 45 1 1 3 1 3 1 2 2 5 618
1 2 68 145 6 2 14.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 0 0 619
1 1 74 150 10 2 9.5 50 5 60 0 0 0 27 3 1 2 0 1 3 1 3 1 5 620
2 t 72 170 3 2 50.0 40 3 0 4 0 0 0 0 1 I 0 1 2 2 0 4 2 621
1 1 69 145 30 2 10.0 50 5 36 0 0 0 27 0 1 2 0 1 1 1 2 0 5 622
1 2 72 185 3 2 11.5 50 4 20 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 1 3 2 0 623
1 2 72 172 6 2 14.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 1 3 0 0 624
1 2 70 160 10 2 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 4 2 0 2 0 625
1 1 71 133 20 2 9.0 50 5 60 0 0 7 0 0 1 2 0 1 3 1 2 0 2 626
I 1 75 185 5 2 13.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 1 1 2 0 1 627
1 2 66 135 6 2 14.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 3 628
1 1 73 160 20 2 9.0 50 5 250 25 0 0 0 501 1 5 1 2 1 1 3 2 629
1 6 70 175 50 1 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 2 2 0 1 1 2 0 2 2 630
I 1 76 185 3 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 I 1 1 3 0 0 631
1 1 70 180 3 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 20 27 0 I 1 0 1 2 1 3 2 2 632

, 2 3 62 133 2 2 50.0 44 3 0 1 0 0 19 0 2 2 0 2 2 1 3 I 6 633
I 1 66 150 I 2 9.0 50 5 18 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 5 1 2 2 2 634
1 2 74 203 5 2 12.0 50 4 18 0 0 0 90 0 1 2 0 I 2 I 1 2 3 635
1 1 71 165 4 2 11.0 50 4 24 4 0 0 5" 52 1 2 0 1 1 1 3 2 0 636
I 2 73 167 30 2 50.0 42 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 1 6 2 0 1 2 637

* 2 1 62 119 4 2 15.5 50 3 12 0 0 0 0 8 2 1 7 I 2 1 2 2 5 638
1 2 65 165 7 2 13.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 9 0 1 2 0 1 3 1 3 2 6 639
2 1 69 150 30 2 13.5 50 3 0 0 0 15 0 0 2 2 0 1 3 2 0 1 2 640
1 2 67 140 30 2 10.0 50 5 16 1 0 0 0 3 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 2 3 .41

I 1 1 70 173 3 2 11.0 50 4 10 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 6 2 0 2 0 642
2 3 64 100 30 2 12.0 50 4 24 0 !0 15 0 50 I 1 3 1 2 1 2 2 4 643
1 6 68 170 40 2 50.0 36 3 0 6 0 0 0 13 2 2 0 2 1 1 3 2 2 644
1 5 72 165 50 2 12.0 50 4 30 0 16 0 0 19 2 1 3 2 3 1 3 3 6 645
1 2 70 172 7 2 12.0 50 4 18 10 0 6 18 12 1 1 4 1 3 1 2 4 6 646
I 3 69 180 50 I 10.5 50 5 10 0 0 I 5 50 2 2 0 1 2 1 2 0 0 647
1 5 73 180 8 2 50.0 26 4 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 6 648
1 I 71 200 5 2 10.0 50 5 48 0 0 0 0 50 2 1 3 1 2 1 2 1 6 649
I 2 .9 152 30 2 11.0 50 4 0 12 0 0 9 50 I I 4 1 2 1 2 2 6 650
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I 1 73 214 3 2 12.5 50 3 33 0 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 I 1 2 0 4 5 651
1 4 69 179 40 2 17.0 50 2 0 9 0 5 ? 001 1 3 2 2 652
1 4 72 198 7 2 10.5 50 5 32 0 30 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 4 1 2 1 2 653
1 1 72 160 5 1 13.0 50 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 1 2 0 0 2 654
1 3 74 200 30 2 11.0 50 4 8 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 1 4 1 3 0 4 655
1 3 68 170 7 2 11.5 50 4 27 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 6 1 0 2 2 656
1 2 68 182 6 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 1 1 3 1 3 657
1 I 68 155 4 2 13.5 50 3 0 10 0 0 9 50 2 2 0 2 1 1 3 2 2 658
1 4 72 210 40 1 15.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 1 2 659
1 1 70 162 4 2 9.0 50 5 100 3 0 54 9 50 1 1 6 1 2 1 2 2 2 660
1 3 67 163 40 1 11.5 50 4 48 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 4 1 2 1 3 2 6 661
1 1 72 165 3 2 9.5 50 5 0 0 0 10 0 26 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 2 5 662
1 1 65 130 4 2 10.5 50 4 15 12 0 0 0 50 1 1 2 1 3 1 3 2 6 663
1 3 75 220 40 1 15.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 40 281 1 4 1 1 1 2 1 6 664
2 1 66 120 5 2 15.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 19 50 1 1 0 1 2 1 3 3 4 665
1 4 70 175 50 1 12.5 50 4 12 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 4 1 2 1 2 2 2 666
I 2 70 170 30 1 10.0 50 5 110 0 0 16 0 0 2 2 0 2 1 2 1 3 2 667
1 3 73 201 40 2 14.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 01 1 2 0 1 2 668
1 2 72 175 30 1 11.0 50 4 4 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 2 2 0 0 6 669
1 71 146 30 1 13.5 50 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 1 4 1 2 1 3 2 0 670
2 2 63 131 20 2 13.5 50 3 54 12 0 0 0 50 1 1 5 1 1 1 2 2 6 671
1 1 71 160 2 1 9.5 50 5 0 0 0 7 19 52 1 2 0 1 3 1 2 1 6 672
i 1 67 130 4 2 12.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 5 1 1 2 0 2 5 673
1 3 66 142 30 2 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 6 2 1 2 3 674
1 1 73 182 20 2 10.0 50 5 0 0 0 32 0 50 1 1 0 1 2 1 2 2 2 675
2 1 62 103 4 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 1 48 0 1 1 0 I 1 1 2 2 2 676
1 I 71 170 4 2 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 2 2 1 3 2 2 677

2 72 171 30 2 9.5 50 5 15 12 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 3 1 3 4 5 678
1 67 156 30 1 9.5 50 5 150 0 0 15 27 50 1 1 9 1 1 1 2 1 2 679

1 1 69 180 3 2 14.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 3 2 6 680
13 72 173 40 2 10.0 50 5 60 0 0 0 0 01 1 0 1 2 1 2 3 6 681
1 2 66 140 4 2 !5.5 50 3 0 18 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 6 2 0 2 2 682
1 170 175 52 12.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 1 1 2 2 0 4 3 683

2 74 202 5 2 10.5 50 5 30 0 0 5 36 50 1 1 0 1 2 2 1 4 2 684
13 70 150 40 1 10.5 50 5 54 0 0 0 27 0 0 0 0 2 6 2 0 2 5 685
12 73 193 5 2 50.0 35 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 2 1 2 2 2 686
1 2 66 148 5 2 18.0 50 1 0 0 0 0 7 50 1 1 0 1 2 2 0 1 0 687
I 1 72 171 3 2 9.5 50 5 45 0 0 0 18 0 I 1 1 1 2 1 I 2 3 688
I 172 170 5 2 13.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 65 2 2 0 2 6 2 0 2 0 689

I2 72 200 20 2 15.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 I 2 0 1 2 1 3 1 3 690
1 4 68 160 9 1 11.0 50 5 45 0 0 0 0 0 I 1 I 1 I 1 2 4 0 691
2 1 68 160 20 2 50.0 50 0 0 10 0 0 0 50 1 1 2 1 3 1 3 2 2 692
1 1 75 190 20 2 9.0 50 5 80 0 0 0 0 50 I 1 5 I 2 1 2 3 5 693
1 3 72 205 40 1 l.5 50 4 24 0 0 0 18 0 1 1 6 2 3 1 1 2 2 694
1 1 71 170 30 1 10.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 78 1 1 0 1 6 2 0 2 0 695
I 1 74 234 5 2 13.5 50 3 0 6 0 0 4 0 1 I 1 1 1 1 3 1 3 696
1 4 74 225 30 2 15.0 $0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 2 0 2 0 697
2 1 64 102 5 2 50.0 55 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 t 6 2 0 2 1 698
1 4 73 186 7 2 13.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 381 2 0 1 1 1 2 0 0 699
I I 74 200 3 2 14.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 9 0 2 2 I I 2 1 3 2 6 700
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1 4 72 170 50 2 10.0 50 5 85 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 5 1 4 1 2 22 2701
I 1 66 130 4 2 13.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 54 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 2 2 0 702
1 3 71 174 30 1 15.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 27 50 1 1 0 1 2 1 2 1 3 703
1 2 73 205 6 2 11.0 50 4 I 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 2 0 0 0 704
I I 75 190 5 2 10.5 50 4 15 0 0 10 0 0 2 2 0 2 3 1 3 2 6 705
1 1 70 164 5 2 50.0 14 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 706
1 4 65 163 30 1 50.0 500 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 6 2 0 2 1 707
1 1 72 190 4 2 14.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 6 2 0 2 2 708
I 4 68 170 40 2 15.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 1 2 0 2 0 709
1 1 68 175 5 2 10.5 50 4 9 20 0 5 0 50 1 1 2 1 3 1 3 1 2 710
I I 71 205 3 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 0 1 1 1 3 0 0 711
1 1 68 150 3 2 9.5 50 5 25 30 0 0 27 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 2 0 2 712
I 1 66 150 20 1 11.5 50 4 72 0 0 2 9 50 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 2 5 713
2 1 61 110 10 2 11.5 50 4 5 3 0 0 0 50 I 2 0 1 2 2 0 1 6 714
1 1 73 160 4 2 13.0 50 3 9 15 0 0 0 50 2 2 0 1 3 I 3 2 3 715
14 69 158 50 1 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 1 2 1 2 2 2 71i
13 71 147 7 2 50.0 34 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 1 2 0 0 5 717
1 1 67 145 2 2 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 39 1 2 0 1 2 1 2 2 3 718
1 2 68 150 6 2 10.5 50 5 0 0 0 0 36 0 2 2 0 2 1 1 3 0 4 719
1 1 70 168 5 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 0 720
1 1 67 165 5 2 12.5 50 4 0 0 0 12 18 13 1 2 0 1 2 2 2 0 2 721
2 71 183 6 2 12.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 3 2 0 2 3 722

1 3 69 170 40 I 11.0 50 4 40 0 0 0 0 60 2 2 0 2 I 1 2 3 2 723
1 1 72 158 30 1 11.5 50 4 20 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 0 5 724
1 1 71 150 20 I 9.5 50 5 0 14 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 2 1 3 2 2 725
S170 155 30 1 9.0 50 5 75 0 0 0 18 50 2 1 6 1 1 1 1 0 5 726
1 5 70 172 50 1 11.0 50 5 30 2 0 12 18 50 1 I 1 1 2 1 3 0 6 727
1 71 170 30 1 10.0 50 5 60 0 0 5 0 0 0 1 4 1 2 1 3 2 6 728
3 72 190 40 1 14.0 50 3 4 2 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 1 1 1 3 2 0 729

1 3 71 180 50 1 9.5 50 5 100 0 0 8 0 50 2 2 0 2 2 1 1 2 6 730
2 3 73 220 30 2 12.0 50 4 15 4 0 6 2 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 2 731
12 68 170 5 2 10.5 50 5 60 0 0 0 4 0 2 2 0 2 1 1 3 2 2 732
1 1 69 130 4 2 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 6 1 I 1 2 2 5 733
1 1 71 166 3 2 12.5 50 3 3 1 0 15 0 50 1 2 0 I 3 2 0 2 6 734
1 2 69 155 30 1 11.5 50 4 20 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 I 2 2 0 0 5 735
1 5 70 180 40 1 12.0 50 4 70 0 0 0 9 0 1 I 9 1 1 2 0 4 6 736
1 1 68 160 20 1 9.5 50 5 0 4 0 0 27 4 1 I 2 1 2 1 3 2 5 737
1I 69 192 4 2 11.5 50 4 12 20 0 15 40 30 1 1 4 1 2 1 3 4 0 738
1 1 75 190 4 2 13.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 4 1 3 0 4 739
1 1 73 165 5 2 14.0 50 3 30 12 0 0 0 50 1 1 5 1 3 1 1 2 2 740
I 68 170 30 1 13.5 50 3 22 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 3 2 0 2 5 741
I 72 155 4 2 11.5 50 4 4 30 0 0 0 12 2 2 0 1 2 1 3 1 0 742

1 272 204 4 2 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 18 50 1 2 0 1 2 1 3 4 6 743
S171 360 4 2 1.5 50 4 0 0 7 0 18 0 1 2 0 2 3 1 3 2 1 744
3 67 155 40 I 3.5 50 3 0 0 0 5 18 6 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 1 4 743

12 74 156 5 2 1.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 24 1 1 0 1 2 1 3 1 0 746
1 1 70 180 5 2 12.0 50 4 10 0 0 2 24 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 2 2 3 747
1 1 73 170 4 1 10.0 50 5 18 0 0 0 18 50 2 1 0 1 1 2 1 5 748

S172 180 4 2 13.0 50 3 16 0 0 0 6 0 1 2 0 1 4 1 3 2 5 749
1 3 76 229 7 2 13.5 50 3 42 8 0 0 0 50 3 2 0 1 2 1 2 4 2 750
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I 1 74 178 10 2 9.0 50 5 32 0 0 8 13 521 2 0 1 3 1 2 1 2 751
4 70 163 50 2 50.0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 2 0 2 0 752
I 1 75 180 30 I 10.0 50 5 50 0 0 0 27 6 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 2 0 753
1 2 70 173 6 2 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 6 2 0 2 0 754
I 1 68 158 4 2 11.0 50 4 15 0 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 4 0 755
1 3 68 158 7 2 16.0 50 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 6 2 0 2 0 756
1 2 76 215 30 I 11.0 50 4 24 2 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 I 3 1 3 0 3 757
1 1 72 157 4 2 11.0 50 4 12 0 0 0 9 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 2 0 3 758
1 167 127 3 2 14.5 50 3 0 2 0 0 0 01 1 0 1 2 1 3 0 0 759
1 167 147 3 2 10.5 50 4 10 0 0 0 40 01 2 0 1 2 1 2 2 0 760
1 4 70 190 9 2 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 38 1 0 0 1 I 1 3 2 6 761
1 171 165 52 13.5 503 0 0 0 0 0 01 0 0 1 1 1 3 1 4 762
1 1 76 227 7 250.0 38 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 01 22 0 00 763
1 3 70 171 10 2 14.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 5 764
1 172 175 3 1 9.5 50 5 0 0 0 0 43 9 12 02 31 2 06 765
2 1 67 125 3 2 12.0 50 4 18 10 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 3 766
2 1 69 180 4 2 16.5 50 2 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 1 2 0 2 1 767
I 1 67 150 4 2 11.5 50 4 7 0 0 0 0 -0 I 1 2 1 3 1 3 2 6 768
1 175 180 4 2 10.0 50 5 10 0 0 0 13 0 2 0 1 3 1 3 1 2 769
1 168 165 3 2 14.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 3 2 0 2 0 770
I 1 72 195 3 2 12.5 50 3 20 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 3 2 0 0 0 771
1 172 175 3 2 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 501 2 0 1 2 1 3 4 2 772
I 166 165 5 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 501 2 0 1 1 1 1 773
1 3 68 170 40 1 11.5 50 4 10 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 0 1 1 1 3 2 6 774
1 1 71 155 4 2 12.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 I 1 4 1 2 2 0 2 0 775
1 2 72 165 10 1 9.5 50 5 0 0 0 0 0 50 2 2 0 1 3 2 0 2 0 776
12 75 200 6 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 0 1 3 1 3 4 6 777
1 3 76 175 30 1 50.0 38 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 I 2 2 0 2 0 778
14 76 195 50 1 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 22 01 2 0 2 1 2 2 2 779
1 3 71 195 7 1 14.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 9 50 1 1 2 I 2 1 3 I 5 780
1 2 72 195 4 2 50.0 42 3 0 0 0 15 14 0 1 2 0 1 1 1 3 I 3 781
1 3 71 162 30 2 12.5 50 4 32 0 0 0 72 6 1 1 0 1 6 2 0 4 2 782
13 72 209 6 2 50.0 50 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 10 0 1 2 2 0 1 0 783
1 1 71 190 30 1 10.5 50 4 30 0 0 0 9 0 1 2 1 2 1 3 1 2 784
1 3 70 180 6 2 12.0 50 4 0 10 0 0 0 12 1 1 3 1 2 1 3 4 2 785
1 1 68 145 20 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 0 1 2 2 0 2 4 786
1 167 185 6 2 12.0 50 4 30 0 0 0 63 501 1 8 1 1 1 1 2 3 787
1 I 73 200 5 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 0 788
1 1 68 130 10 2 11.5 50 4 4 0 0 5 4 50 1 1 I 1 3 1 3 2 3 789
1 169 155 10 2 11.5 50 4 20 0 0 0 0 50 2 0 1 2 1 3 4 0 790
1 2 69 155 30 1 10.0 50 5 18 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 4 1 3 0 6 791
1 3 73 165 4 2 14.0 50 3 9 50 0 15 27 0 I 1 5 I 3 2 0 2 6 792
1 1 67 175 3 I 13.5 50 3 1 0 0 0 0 50 2 2 0 I 3 1 0 2 5 793
1 2 71 160 40 1 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 19 0 1 1 2 I 2 1 2 2 5 794
I 2 65 140 6 2 12.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 9 0 2 2 0 1 2 1 3 2 2 795
I 1 69 192 4 2 11.5 50 4 0 50 0 0 0 50 2 2 0 2 2 I 3 4 0 796
1 2 74 208 30 1 12.0 50 4 12 0 0 0 40 0 11 4 1 2 1 2 4 6 797
1I 71 193 30 2 11.5 50 4 6 4 0 2 18 0 I 1 0 I 2 1 2 4 6 798
I 3 62 162 a 2 12.5 50 4 24 0 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 2 1 1 2 799
2 1 65 145 5 2 50.0 50 0 140 0 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 6 2 0 4 2 800
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I 1 71 165 3 2 12.0 50 4 0 3 0 0 0 50 1 0 1 2 13 23 801
1 3 70 180 401 15.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 2 2 2 0 4 0 802
1 2 69 165 2 10.5 50 5 0 0 0 0 6 0 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 2 2 803
1 1 64 147 2 2 14.5 50 3 6 10 0 32 18 24 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 0 0 804
2 1 63 124 1 2 12.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 2 1 2 4 0 805
1 4 67 180 50 1 15.0 50 3 18 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 6 806
I 1 70 138 3 2 13.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 26 2 1 0 1 3 1 2 2 6 807
1 3 68 195 7 2 13.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 1 3 2 0 808
2 1 65 120 3 2 13.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 2 0 2 0 809
1 2 73 205 4 1 12.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 27 50 2 2 0 2 4 1 3 1 6 810
I 1 7.3 165 3 2 9.0 50 5 168 0 0 7 40 50 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 4 0 811
1 1 69 145 5 2 10.0 50 5 30 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 3 1 3 4 3 812
2 1 63 132 30 2 14.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 1 2 1 1 1 2 4 2 813
12 69 180 6 2 14.5 50 3 0 2 0 0 18 121 1 4 1 3 1 3 4 6 814
1 1 72 165 4 2 10.5 50 4 0 0 0 12 18 0 2 2 0 2 3 1 3 0 2 815
1 168 184 4 2 14.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 2 2 0 2 2 1 3 3 5 816
14 74 212 401 12.5 50 4 0 4 3 0 0 0 2 1 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 817
I 173 155 5 2 9.0 50 5 150 5 0 15 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 3 818
1 1 75 220 10 2 1.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 18 3 1 2 0 1 3 1 2 2 0 819
1 1 73 180 20 1 11.5 50 4 0 0 25 3 15 0 1 2 0 2 2 1 2 2 0 820
1 3 74 148 40 1 9.0 50 5 150 3 0 0 0 0 1 I 2 1 2 1 3 4 6 821
14 74 190 9 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 1 0 0 1 2 2 0 2 4 822
1 1 70 160 5 2 12.0 50 4 32 3 0 12 0 50 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 823
1 1 68 173 5 1 12.5 50 3 4 12 0 25 0 0 1 1 5 2 3 2 0 0 2 824
1 1 70 148 4 2 12.5 50 4 20 2 0 27 12 0 1 I 1 1 2 1 2 2 3 825

S175 205 5 2 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 65 50 1 1 2 1 3 1 3 0 2 826
1 2 68 180 5 2 14.5 50 3 3 1 0 1 3 50 1 2 0 1 2 2 3 4 2 827
5 72 19 8 1 50.0 42 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 6 2 0 2 0 828
1 73 170 1 10.0 50 5 20 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 1 2 1 3 2 0 829

12 73 195 30 1 13.0 50 3 0 4 0 0 0 501 1 4 1 2 2 0 2 0 830
I 1 68 134 20 I 10.5 50 4 36 0 0 0 0 50 2 2 0 1 3 2 0 3 4 831
1 2 74 164 30 1 13.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 2 1 0 1 1 1 3 4 2 832
14 67 130 50 2 11.0 50 5 48 0 0 0 0 3 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 3 4 833
2 5 71 193 8 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 2 0 2 2 834
13 72 195 20 2 13.0 50 4 0 0 0 4 0 50 1 2 0 1 2 1 3 0 3 835
2 1 63 110 4 2 13.5 50 3 0 14 0 0 20 0 2 0 0 2 2 1 3 I 4 836
23 67 140 50 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 6 2 0 0 0 837
1 3 72 200 50 2 50.0 37 3 0 5 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 3 1 3 2 2 838
1 1 66 171 2 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 6 2 0 2 3 839
1 168 152 5 2 13.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 2 2 1 3 0 0 840
1 2 70 192 6 2 12.0 50 4 30 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 I 1 1 1 2 3 841
1 3 69 183 40 1 14.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 12 50 2 1 2 1 2 1 3 1 2 842
1 1 65 145 4 2 50.0 50 0 3 4 ,0 0 I1 0 2 2 0 I I 1 2 1 0 843
1 3 72 1275 40 1 9.5 50 5 150 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 2 1 4 2 0 2 2 844
1 1 75 194 4 2 22.5 50 3 12 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 1 1 I 0 0 845
1 1 68 175 5 2 24.5 50 3 0 4 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 I 3 1 0 846
2 169 129 3 2 6.0 50 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 1 0 1 2 2 0 4 0 847
1 170 174 2 2 0.5 50 4 50 0 0 0 40 0 1 2 0 2 2 1 0 3 848
1 1 69 150 10 1 24.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 3 1 3 0 0 849
1 3 77 240 30 2 14.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 18 0 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 1 5 850
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12 74 285 30 1 10.5 50 5 16 0 0 0 0 0 1 I 2 1 2 1 3 1 4 851
1 2 69 160 50 2 11.0 50 4 45 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 4 2 0 0 2 852
1 1 71 175 201 10.0 50 5 75 18 0 12 27 50 0 0 0 0 2 9 2 4 2 853
13 72 185 50 1 50.0 13 2 0 0 6 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 6 2 0 0 0 854
13 73 204 40 2 11.0 50 4 40 0 0 0 0 9 1 1 2 1 3 1 1 1 2 855
14 72 194 30 2 15.0 50 3 0 27 0 0 18 9 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 4 0 856
1 1 70 150 3 2 14.0 50 3 36 0 0 0 90 0 2 I 9 2 1 2 0 2 2 857
1 4 73 200 50 2 14.5 50 3 0 0 0 10 0 6 I I 0 2 5 2 0 1 2 858
1 164 164 5 2 13.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 2 0 4 0 859
1 171 155 4 2 12.5 50 3 1 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 3 1 2 1 3 1 3 860
1 3 72 185 40 1 12.0 50 4 16 0 0 0 5 50 i 1 2 I 3 1 2 2 3 861
14 71 165 30 2 10.5 50 5 90 0 0 30 9 0 1 1 0 1 3 1 3 5 2 862
1 167 170 20 1 10.0 50 5 24 0 0 10 0 0 2 2 0 2 4 1 3 4 0 863
1 1 71 195 20 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 2 3 864
1 I 72 175 4 2 50.0 50 0 2 15 0 3 9 50 1 1 4 1 2 1 2 1 3 865
15 73 195 50 2 50.0 34 3 0 0 0 30 0 0 2 1 0 1 1 2 0 2 5 866
1 2 74 155 5 2 11.0 50 4 12 0 0 0 18 26 1 1 4 1 2 1 3 0 3 867
1 172 190 30 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 0 1 3 2 0 2 3 868
1 1 71 190 2 2 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 0 869
1 175 195 20 1 12.5 50 3 0 6 0 0 30 50 1 1 0 1 2 1 3 2 0 870
1 2 70 190 6 2 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 3 2 0 1 0 871
1 2 70 165 30 1 11.0 50 4 36 0 0 6 0 0 2 I 0 2 3 2 0 0 2 872
1 1 71 201 3 2 14.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 42 2 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 0 873
1 173 160 4 2 50.0 50 0 30 0 0 0 0 01 1 01 1 2 0 5 5 874
1 2 68 145 30 1 9.0 50 5 0 0 0 0 18 0 1 I 0 1 4 1 3 0 6 875
1 3 69 175 40 1 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 2 2 1 3 4 4 876
2 1 68 130 10 2 11.5 50 4 70 20 0 0 20 40 I 1 4 I 4 2 0 2 0 877
1 172 150 10 2 9.5 50 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 1 3 4 6 878
1 171 188 5 2 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 3 1 3 1 2 879
2 3 70 190 7 2 14.5 50 3 0 1 0 0 0 50 1 1 0 1 2 1 3 4 2 880
1 2 71 190 30 I 11.5 50 4 0 20 0 0 0 6 1 2 0 1 2 1 3 4 2 881
S3 73 200 40 2 50.0 43 3 0 0 0 0 27 0 1 1 0 1 2 1 2 1 6 882
12 71 160 30 2 10.0 50 5 75 0 0 5 0 0 1 2 1 1 1 1 3 2 3 P83
2 1 64 121 10 2 11.0 50 5 24 0 0 0 0 50 2 0 0 2 0 2 0 2 5 884
1 3 73 195 30 1 12.0 S0 4 18 0 0 0 9 0 I 0 0 1 3 1 3 2 0 885
13 69 160 20 2 12.0 50 4 60 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 3 1 2 2 3 886
2 168 154 20 2 14.5 50 3 0 0 12 0 0 0 2 2 0 11 1 3 1 2 887
2 I 62 115 5 2 17.5 50 1 7 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 3 0 0 888
1 172 210 4 2 13.5 50 3 45 5 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 2 2 1 3 1 2 889
1 177 197 3 2 9.0 50 5 20 0 0 0 18 0 1 1 3 1 3 1 3 2 0 890
1 1 69 150 10 2 9.0 50 5 60 3 0 0 18 4 1 2 0 1 3 2 0 0 0 891
14 71 185 50 2 50.0 39 3 0 0 0 5 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 2 0 0 3 892
1 3 68 150 30 2 14.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 36 0 1 I 3 1 1 1 2 2 0 893
1 1 72 194 3 1 9.5 50 5 0 0 4 0 9 0 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 6 894
1 2 69 180 5 2 14.5 50 3 0 5 0 0 13 0 I 2 0 1 3 1 2 1 4 895
1 170 170 10 2 30.0 50 0 0 0 0 40 4 0 1 1 3 1 2 1 2 0 0 896
2 I 66 120 30'1 12.5 50 3 1 6 0 0 3 50 2 I 2 2 3 1 3 2 6 897
1 2 69 178 10 2 10.0 50 5 64 0 0 24 48 0 1 1 3 1 2 1 2 2 2 898
1 167 150 3 2 9.5 50 5 8 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 4 1 2 1 2 1 6 899
1 676 205 50 2 13.0 50 4 12 0 0 0 0 6 1 1 0 1 2 2 0 2 2 903
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1 1 74 227 5 2 11.5 50 4 8 0 0 0 36 0 2 2 0 1 3 I 3 4 6 901
1 4 68 170 50 1 15.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 01 1 2 0 2 2 902
1 1 72 190 30 1 10.5 50 4 80 0 0 0 0 0 1 I 0 1 2 2 0 0 2 903
1 1 73 195 4 2 14.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 2 3 2 0 0 0 904
1 3 72 204 30 2 13.0 50 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 6 2 0 4 6 905
2 1 61 145 3 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 6 2 0 4 0 906
1 2 62 168 30 2 14.0 50 3 24 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 I 1 2 1 2 0 2 907
1 2 73 185 6 2 50.0 50 0 6 0 0 0 0 90 1 2 0 2 2 1 2 0 0 908
1 5 66 148 9 2 50.0 39 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 - 1 2 1 0 2 2 909
2 2 62 125 30 2 16.0 50 2 15 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 121 2 2 3 910
I 2 72 205 5 2 14.0 50 3 0 16 0 3 36 50 1 1 6 1 3 1 2 1 2 911
I I 75 215 6 2 50.0 40 3 0 12 0 0 9 3 I 1 4 1 2 2 0 2 0 912
1 3 71 180 50 2 10.0 50 5 0 0 0 0 9 1 0 2 0 2 2 1 3 0 2 913
2 1 63 133 4 2 50.0 42 3 0 12 0 0 0 50 1 1 3 1 1 1 2 1 0 914
I 3 70 223 10 2 10.0 50 5 30 0 0 0 18 9 1 2 0 2 4 1 2 4 2 915
1 1 73 195 5 2 10.5 50 4 48 0 0 2 30 501 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 0 916
1 1 70 159 3 2 10.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 5 20 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 2 3 917
1 1 70 165 5 2 9.5 50 5 0 0 0 0 27 50 2 2 0 2 3 1 3 0 4 918
1 1 73 168 3 2 9.0 50 5 36 3 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 2 3 2 0 2 6 919
1 1 72 185 2 2 9.0 50 5 0 0 0 0 0 50 2 1 1 2 21 2 4 0 920
1 1 71 165 4 2 10.0 50 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 3 2 0 2 0 921
1 1 72 190 3 2 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 5 1 2 2 0 2 0 922
2 4 62 117 30 2 12.0 50 4 140 0 0 2 9 0 1 2 0 2 1 1 3 0 0 923
1 4 74 210 40 2 14.0 50 3 0 24 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 2 924
1 1 72 188 4 2 13.0 50.3 0 5 0 0 19 50 1 0 0 1 2 1 2 2 1 925
1 3 72 165 20 2 9.5 50 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 3 2 0 926
2 2 63 140 6 2 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 5 1 1 1 2 I 0 927
1 4 69 165 9 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 5 0 0 1 1 4 0 1 2 0 0 2 928
1 1 69 147 3 2 11.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 56 2 2 0 1 2 1 2 1 3 929
I 1 68 138 3 2 10.0 50 5 0 2 0 0 0 50 I 2 0 1 2 1 2 2 6 930
I 2 67 140 6 2 10.0 50 5 12 0 0 5 0 90 2 2 0 2 3 1 2 I 2 931
1 1 73 182 30 1 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 45 0 1 I 3 1 4 1 I 2 2 932
1 2 71 165 30 1 14.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 6 2 0 2 0 933
2 1 69 125 5 2 12.0 50 4 2 3 30 0 0 50 2 2 0 2 2 1 1 2 5 934
1 3 67 168 30 21 3.5 50 3 0 3 0 0 0 12 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 1 6 935
2 1 66 145 30 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 0 936
I 1 73 175 3 2 9.5 50 5 24 16 0 0 27 6 I 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 I 937
2 1 62 134 2 2 13.5 50 3 0 3 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 1 I 2 4 0 938
1 4 71 169 8 2 10.5 50 5 120 15 0 0 0 0 I I 2 1 3 1 1 2 0 939
I 1 72 180 30 2 11.5 50 4 27 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 3 2 2 1 2 2 2 940
1 5 6? 175 8 2 16.0 50 3 0 15 0 0 0 3 I 2 0 1 2 1 3 I 0 941
1 1 74 170 5 2 10.5 50 4 0 30 0 0 0 0 I 2 0 0 3 1 2 2 2 942
1 1 72 170 20 I 10.5 50 5 0 0 0 0 54 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 2 0 2 943
1 2 72 219 6 2 15.5 50 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 2 4 944
12 67 150 5 2 50.0 38 3 0 25 0 0 0 3 2 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 5 945
1 2 68 160 30 2 10.0 50 5 10 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 0 3 946
2 1 64 131 3 2 15.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 2 I 3 2 0 947
1 2 69 180 30 2 10.0 50 5 100 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 1 1 2 0 0 0 948
1 2 68 176 6 2 12.5 50 4 0 12 0 2 0 0 2 1 2 1 5 2 0 2 4 949
1 1 75 205 2 2 10.0 50 5 9 21 1 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 1 1 1 2 3 950
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1 3 69 170 30 1 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 9 01 1 3 1 2 1 3 4 2 951
1 1 66 135 4 2 10.0 50 5 0 4 0 0 0 13 1 2 0 1 2 1 3 2 0 952
I 1 70 160 3 2 9.0 50 5 60 14 0 0 67 0 1 2 0 1 3 1 2 2 2 953
1 1 73 180 5 2 10.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 2 3 954
1 1 68 195 5 2 13.5 50 3 6 6 0 0 6 0 1 I 5 1 1 1 1 2 0 955
I 1 66 135 5 2 12.0 50 4 24 0 0 0 0 5 I 2 0 1 2 1 1 0 6 956
1 I 73 165 3 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 7 0 0 1 I 2 1 2 1 3 0 0 957
1 1 74 210 4 2 12.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 9 2 3 1 3 4 2 958
2 2 68 155 30 2 15.5 503 0 0 0 0 0 50 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 2 959
I I 71 193 20 1 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 1 1 1 2 2 960
1 1 72 152 20 2 11.0 50 4 0 1 0 0 0 16 2 I 0 2 2 1 3 2 2 961
1 1 69 165 20 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 6 962
1 4 68 175 7 1 14.0 50 3 30 0 0 0 0 0 1 I 5 1 2 1 2 0 2 963
1 1 67 167 10 1 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 54 50 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 2 2 964
I 2 70 190 4 2 12.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 6 2 0 0 2 965
1 1 75 213 20 1 12.0 50 4 3 5 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 4 1 2 4 6 966
1 2 74 145 6 2 50.0 403 0 0 0 0 0 6 1 1 3 1 6 2 0 2 0 967
I 3 68 165 40 I 14.0 50 3 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 2 1 968
1 1 68 155 30 1 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 3 1 0 969
1 1 72 165 4 2 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 25 0 0 1 1 3 1 1 1 3 2 2 970
1 1 73 170 30 1 10.0 50 5 75 0 0 0 0 50 2 1 3 1 3 1 1 0 0 971
1 4 67 175 50 2 13.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 50 0 0 0 1 4 2 0 4 2 972
1 1 73 185 4 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 15 50 1 2 0 1 2 1 3 1 2 973
1 2 67 147 20 2 50.0 41 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 2 2 5 974
1 1 69 146 3 2 10.0 50 5 50 0 0 0 9 42 2 2 0 2 4 1 1 2 5 975

I 1 68 140 5 2 9.5 50 5 0 0 0 3 0 50 i 1 3 1 1 1 3 4 0 976
1 1 69 150 4 2 9.0 50 5 75 0 0 0 0 50 2 2 0 2 3 1 2 1 3 977
I 3 69 178 5 2 14.5 50 3 0 18 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 6 2 0 4 6 978
I I 71 180 2 2 13.0 50 3 10 6 0 0 0 0 I 2 0 1 2 1 2 2 0 979
1 2 77 175 30 2 14.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 9 0 1 1 1 1 1 I 3 2 3 980
1 I 68 165 4 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 2 1 2 0 0 981
2 1 66 131 3 2 13.0 50 3 4 0 0 0 14 50 2 1 2 2 2 1 3 2 5 982
1 1 65 125 2 2 10.0 50 5 80 0 90 0 0 50 1 2 0 I 2 2 0 0 2 983
1 1 70 170 4 1 10.5 50 4 37 0 17 0 0 0 2 I 1 2 2 1 2 2 6 984
1 3 74 205 40 2 14.0 50 3 100 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 3 1 1 2 0 985
1 1 76 200 10 2 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 27 0 1 1 6 2 4 1 3 0 0 986
1 1 70 178 10 2 12.0 50 4 0 2 0 0 3 50 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 2 5 987
I 4 74 183 30 2 10.5 50 5 8 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 2 2 3 1 2 0 2 988
1 1 71 160 4 2 50.0 40 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 0 0 0 I 6 2 0 4 6 989
2 I 67 136 30 2 50.0 32 4 0 24 48 0 27 50 2 2 0 2 4 1 2 0 2 990
1 2 67 180 5 2 12.5 50 4 20 0 0 0 40 0 1 2 0 1 2 I 2 0 2 991
1 1 67 135 3 I 9.0 50 5 20 0 9 90 27 26 1 1 6 1 2 1 2 4 6 992
1 4 71 184 40 1 50.0 43 3 0 0 8 0 0 01 1 4 1 2 1 3 2 0 993
I 1 70 155 3 2 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 6 0 13 1 2 0 1 1 I 3 3 6 994
1 4 75 190 50 1 11.5 50 4 32 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 6 1 2 1 2 2 5 995
1 1 76 212 20 2 10.0 50 5 0 0 0 0 18 50 2 2 0 1 2 1 3 2 2 996
1 1 72 180 5 2 12.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 26 997
I 1 68 175 4 2 10.0 50 5 36 3 0 2 9 0 1 1 81 1 1 2 2 3 998
I I 72 160 2 2 9.0 50 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 4 1 0 0 6 999
1 1 71 165 4 2 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 2 0 2 0 1000
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I I 73 1/8 5 2 9.0 50 5 144 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 2 1 2 I 1 3 2 1001
1 3 74 185 40 2 9.5 50 5 60 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 1 2 0 3 6 1002
I 1 68 149 3 2 9.0 50 5 12 0 0 0 0 50 2 2 0 2 2 1 3 3 3 1003
1 I 68 186 5 2 10.0 50 5 60 0 0 30 54 50 1 8 1 21 1 2 4 1004
I 1 69 165 4 2 9.0 50 5 4 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 1 3 4 6 1005
1 1 70 160 4 2 10.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 1 2 4 5 1006
2 1 66 127 30 2 50.0 22 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 6 2 0 3 6 1007
1 1 71 160 20 2 11.0 50 4 0 40 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 0 1008
1 2 71 200 5 2 13.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 3 1 3 4 2 1009
2 1 61 148 4 2 11.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 2 0 1 2 1 3 2 2 1010
I 3 74 210 50 2 13.5 50 3 30 0 0 0 18 50 1 1 0 1 5 2 0 2 0 1011
1 1 66 130 30 1 11.0 50 4 2 3 0 0 0 6 2 1 3 1 2 2 0 2 5 1012
I 2 68 150 30 2 9.0 50 5 45 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 I 1 1 2 2 2 1013
1 2 70 145 30 1 13.0 50 3 6 0 0 0 9 41 1 2 0 1 1 1 3 3 0 1014
1 3 72 150 7 2 12.0 50 4 56 7 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1015
1 3 67 153 7 1 13.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 50 1 I 0 1 1 2 0 4 3 1016
1 4 72 182 40 1 50.0 41 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 I 0 1 1 2 0 2 2 1017
1 2 66 167 30 2 10.0 50 5 54 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 1 3 3 2 1018
I 1 70 175 20 2 14.0 50 3 2 0 0 0 9 50 2 1 3 1 1 3 1 6 1019
I 1 70 175 4 2 9.5 50 3 245 0 0 0 0 50 1 1 I 1 2 1 2 0 2 1020
1 1 74 190 20 2 10.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 50 I I 0 1 3 1 3 0 5 1021
2 I 71 145 30 2 13.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 1 0 1 6 2 0 0 0 1022
1 3 68 162 30 2 12.0 50 4 24 2 0 0 0 3 2 2 0 2 3 1 3 2 6 1023
2 64 115 20 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 9 0 1 2 0 3 1 3 2 2 1024

I 1 74 155 4 2 9.5 50 5 50 1 3 20 0 0 2 2 0 1 3 2 0 2 6 1025
14 73 183 30 1 13.5 50 4 20 0 0 0 0 50 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 I 6 1026
1 I 70 145 4 2 11.0 50 4 3 0 0 0 18 50 I 1 0 1 2 1 3 3 3 1027
1 169 145 3 2 9.0 50 5 18 10 0 0 18 50 2 1 2 2 3 1 2 4 5 1028
1 170 166 30 2 9.0 50 5 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 1 3 4 3 1029
1 2 67 160 30 1 10.5 50 5 36 6 0 15 0 0 2 1 3 2 2 I 2 2 5 1030
12 70 200 2 2 50. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 6 2 0 1 3 1031
1 4 75 185 50 1 13.0 50 4 0 3 0 1 0 6 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 5 0 1032
1 1 73 180 4 2 11.0 50 4 0 7 0 12 36 0 1 1 4 1 1 1 2 2 6 1033
13 68 174 50 21 2.5 50 4 60 0 0 0 15 0 2 2 0 2 2 1 3 2 2 1034
1 170 165 4 2 9.0 50 5 10 0 0 0 0 40 1 2 0 2 3 1 0 6 1035
1 1 68 158 30 I 10.5 50 4 0 18 0 0 27 0 1 I 1 1 3 1 3 2 0 103o

I 1 70 153 4 2 9.0 50 5 0 0 0 0 0 50 I 1 4 I 2 I I 2 3 1037
1 4 70 168 40 I 11.5 50 4 0 12 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 1 3 3 4 1038
1 2 72 160 30 1 11.5 50 4 0 0 18 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 3 2 0 2 3 1039
I I a9 170 2 2 12.0 50 4 0 5 0 24 0 0 1 0 0 1 3 2 0 2 3 1040
1 I 73 180 20 I 9.5 50 5 48 0 0 0 87 50 I I 5 1 3 I I 2 6 1041
1 3 70 188 30 1 12.0 50 4 36 0 0 0 0 0 I 2 0 2 4 I 3 4 2 1042
2 I 63 115 3 2 13.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 1 2 1 6 I 3 1 5 1043
I 1 70 185 2 3.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 4 2 0 2 2 1044
1 4 70 172 40 I 14.5 50 3 6 I 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 1 2 1 3 2 6 1045
1 I 9 165 30 1 11.0 50 4 40 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 5 I 3 2 0 2 3 1046
1 4 70 180 50 2 12.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 1 1 1047
1 4 72 172 40 2 11.0 50 5 30 0 0 5 0 0 I I 4 I 1 1 2 2 3 1048
1 2 74 190 30 I 11.0 50 4 30 0 0 0 18 0 I 1 5 1 2 1 3 1 3 1049
13 74 287 40 2 12.0 50 4 36 0 0 30 0 0 2 1 0 2 1 2 0 4 6 1050
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I I S8 174 5 2 12.5 50 3 0 0 0 0 18 50 1 1 5 1 2 1 2 4 4 1051
1 1 69 151 5 2 12.0 50 4 30 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 4 2 1052
1 ! 70 155 30 2 12.0 50 4 36 16 0 0 0 19 I 1 3 1 1 1 2 3 2 1053
I 2 79 215 30 2 10.0 50 5 36 0 3 0 9 50 1 1 5 1 5 2 0 2 2 1054
1 I 68 150 4 2 10.0 50 5 12 4 0 0 5 6 2 2 0 1 2 1 2 2 2 1055
1 3 71 199 5 2 16.5 50 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 6 1 3 2 3 1056
1 I 72 201 5 2 14.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 1 0 1 6 1057
1 1 68 15 4 2 9.0 50 5 20 0 0 0 9 50 2 2 0 1 3 1 2 2 2 1038
1 1 74 180 20 2 10.0 50 5 24 0 0 0 9 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 3 1 0 1059
1 1 72 195 5 2 14.5 50 3 0 5 0 0 18 0 1 2 0 1 6 1 2 1 3 1060
1 1 68 175 5 2 14.0 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1061
1 4 67 165 401 10.0 50 5 12 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 1 2 1 3 2 0 1062
1 2 65 145 40 1 14.0 50 3 40 0 0 0 0 50 1 2 0 1 1 1 2 2 2 1063
1 4 69 170 30 2 16.5 50 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 2 0 4 0 1064
1 2 72 185 7 2 13.5 50 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 2 1065
1 1 70 165 20 2 11.5 50 4 18 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 1 1 3 2 2 1066
1 1 71 153 30 I 10.0 50 5 60 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 3 1 2 4 0 1067
1 1 68 140 5 2 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 6 2 2 0 I 1 2 0 2 0 1068
1 3 69 186 6 2 14.5 50 3 6 0 0 12 0 0 1 2 0 1 1 1 3 4 2 1069
1 1 70 170 5 2 9.5 50 5 0 0 0 0 72 50 1 1 5 1 1 1 2 5 1070

I 1 69 150 20 1 10.5 50 4 0 0 0 0 36 0 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 4 0 1071
I 1 71 150 30 1 11.0 50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 1 0 1 2 1.3 4 0 1072
1 1 72 193 3 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 48 0 0 0 2 0 1 3 2 0 1 4 1073
1 1 74 214 6 2 14.0 50 3 9 40 0 0 0 0 1 1 7 1 1 1 2 2 2 1074
1 1 70 195 4 2 14.5 50 3 0 20 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 2 3 2 0 4 0 1075
2 2 63 106 6 2 50.0 15 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 6 2 0 2 2 1076
I 3 73 195 40 1 9.5 50 5 80 30 0 0 0 50 1 1 4 1 2 1 2 2 5 1077
I 1 69 150 4 2 11.5 50 4 0 0 3 0 0 58 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 0 0 1078
1 2 74 185 5 2 14.5 50 3 14 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 6 1 2 0 0 1079
1 3 67 BO 6 2 50.0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 6 0 3 4 3 1080

130

75



APPENDIX C

SAMPLE OF RESPONSES TO SURVEY QUESTION 16:

ONINION ON NEW WEIGHT STANDARDS

The sample opinions listed in this appendix reflect the view.
of each respondent and do not necessarily represent the views
of the anthor or the position of the Air Force Institute of

* - Technology or the United States Air Force.



I think the age factor should be reinstated. Weight control
becomes more difficult as one gets older and this should be taken into
account. (17)*

I think they're ridiculously stupid. People come in all shapes
sizes, and physical conditions. It' s ridiculous to expect them all to
be physically fit at a particular weight-the average! This regulation,
with all its good intentions, has too many good Air Force people concerned
about weight loss or gain and distracts them from their job. (33)

I have heard no favorable comment and consider them detrimental
to morale. A seventeen-year olc has different metabolism, muscle tone,
etc. than a forty-year old. Present reg seems a big joke--a square
filler. (35)

Weight has nothing to do with job performance. We are not models,
we are military men and women who choose to defend their country. If
the military really stuck to AFR 35-11 and all commanders supported the
program 100%, there would be very little supervision in the Air Force
because no one could meet the standard. (61)

Ridiculous--it's as if the Air Force was trying to build a
superior race. (108)

I feel the weight standards are inaccurate because many people
cannot maintain that standard. I personally carry about 200 pounds and
usually when I get below my max weight, I feel weak and tired. (229)

Stinks! Personnel become less active as they age, and it's
impossible to keep up with first-termers. As you gain in rank you are
unable to establish a physical fitness program without sacrificing your
duties, family, etc. (245)

How does height to weight show a person's physical fitness? If
I weighed my maximum, I would either be extremely muscular or extremely
fat! (297)

At age 25, I'm 20 pounds heavier than I was at age 18, but I can
run farther, faster, and lift more. Weight has no bearing whatsoever on
true physical condition. For example, Earl Campbell at 5'-10" and 220
pounds would be 30 pounds overweight by AF standards. (300)

They are classic examples of abject idiocy! They not only ig-
nore the fact-of-life reality that human beings tend to gain weight as
they age ("middle age spread") but also demoralize or eliminate outright
people whose contributions are dperately needed. In a society whose
avowed aim is to strike down discrimination based on features other than
performance, why do we still have weight control? (356)

As the body matures the metabolism slows, increasing the probabil-
ity to gain additional weight. I strongly feel a fair assessment should
be made to include a person's age. Allowances need not be ridiculous--
however, they should be made! (364)

*Numbers refer to individual case number listed in data column 25,

Appendix B.
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Seems to be too idealistic. This type of regulation fails to
take into account an obvious fact of life that as a person gets older,
their lifestyle, physical makeup, and body chemistry change from what we
had at the age of 18 years. (415)

I think that having weight standards at all is ridiculous. Com-
pletion of an organized physical fitness program is all that should be
required. 1001 participation in such a program would negate the require-
ment for weight control since continuous participation would insure that
all individuals are fit for duty. (473)

Infle:xble and unrealistic! As a young man I had a chronic case
of the "skinnies.1" After age 35 my metabolism slowed markedly. A 35-
year eating pattern slowly but steadily increased my weight. Now I am
forced to stay within the parameters of a 26-year old! (488)

Stupid: Allows young men to enter the service just under their
maximum weight and then have to go on a weight reduction program or be
separated just because they added a few pounds with age, which normally
happens. (544)

The new standard is not in the best interest of the Air Force.
Too much productive time is lost trying to lose weight and meet the
standard. Weight standards should be abolished and more emphasis placed
on physical fitness and conditioning. (644)

As people get older, their metabolism slows down. Unless they
continually exercise, they will get heavier. There ought to be some
allowance for age. (679)

You're still trying to make us all look, sound, and smell alike.
We're not. (842)

DumbI Should have been left the way it was. (855)

They stink! I am nowhere near obesity, yet folks continually
harrass me. On the other hand, several short people get away with rolls
of fat. I think the whole system is inadequate and intrinsically unfair
to tall people. (960)

At my age, for persons in the lower echelons who are still
growing, age should be a factor in considering maximum allowable weight.
(1028)

Weight has nothing to do with physical fitness. There are many
high school, college, and professional athletes who are in excellent
physical condition but who would not meet the Air Force weight standard
for height. The weight standards bet by the Air Force are strictly
cosmetic. (1042)
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Weight standards should be strictly adhered to with additional
time above and beyond the standard work day devoted to physical. exercise.
The military should be lean and trim, not a haven for fat people. (95)

Still too lenient. I could weigh 211 for my height which is
excessive for my build. (97)

I feel that they are probably still too high. My own maximum
is 218 pounds, and I would be in poor shape if I even came close. (113)

Okay if they make everyone go by the same standard. I saw a
MSgt weigh people in and some were at least 20 pounds overweight and he
let them get by. (237)

The new regulation changes nothing except for weight standards.
The problem still lies in enforcing the regulation for senior individuals
who are overweight. There definitely seems to be a difference in en-
forcing weight standards between junior and senior individuals. (239)

I do not feel the Air Force is the place for overweight people.
There should be repercussions for commanders and supervisors who have
overweight people. (339)

The weight standards are still too low. Except in those rare
cases where the individual's physical conditioning or bone structure
is unusual, most individuals should be 10-20 pounds lighter than current
standards allow. (457)

I have always felt that persons who were older should not be al-
lowed to be fat just because they are older. I am disappointed with the
appearance standards in the Air Force and their lack of enforcement. As
a recent graduate of an NCO Academy, I noticed many NCOs in the class
who couldn't see their belt buckles. Also, some of the officers in this
command must buy their uniforms from a tent maker. Weight and appearance
standards should apply to all Air Force members, officer and enlisted
alike. (528)

A step in the right direction. Should probably be less lenient
than they currently are. (542)

I have always felt that the men's weight standards are too lax.
There are many men I consider to be fat who are within their weight
limit. Conversely, there are many women I know who are close to their
weight limit who look Just fine. I think there is a definite double
standard. (579)

I think the new weight standards could do a lot to improve the
physical appearance of USAF personnel if the program were taken seriously
and administered properly. As it is, the program is a joke at every
organization I have ever bee. :ssigned to. (604)
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Too high except for weight lifters. (645)

Too lenient. Cverweight, out-of-condition people look bad and
perform at a level beneath their capability. (681)

I think the weight standards are ridiculous. A person my height
can be obese and not overweight. (723)

It makes no difference because it is not enforced at all ranks
and ages. (S54)

Better. But I am disgusted by the rule that is putting several
enlisted personnel with me under severe pressure to lose weight when
there is a captain in my building not threatened with losing his job
that somewhat resembles a whale. (884)

The weight standards are too lax, and when applied tend to dis-
criminate against enlisted personnel. Weight control is neeessary for
good health and helps project the proper military image. Standards
should be tightened and enforced equally for both officer and enlisted
personnel. (1002)

Present weight standards outlined in AFR 35-11 allow too many
pounds to Air Force members. Too many people have their goal set too low
at the maximum allowable weight. (1001)

The new standards are fair, but at times I know it has put a
lot of mental stress on some people to lose weight. I feel there should
be a grace period of six months after your first indication that you are
overweight. If you haven't lost weight by the end of six months, then
you should be put on the fat-boy program. (1004)

A person who might look heavy and have a bad appearance but is
not overweight by AF standards is not hassled. Yet a person who is a
pound over the max is hassled to the max! (1005)

They should have come long ago. They should be more rigidly
enforced. Fat people should be identified by squadron and told that
they have been identified as health problems. (1012)

Too much weight allowed. (1038)
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In my opinion I think this was a step in the right direction.
We have too many senior NCOs and officers that are a disgrace to the
United States Air Force because of the way the uniform bulges due to
excess weight. (12)

Generally support. "Old" slouchy men/women don' t look any better
than "younger" ones. (117)

Another hopeless attempt to get rid of "beer bellies." However,
it was a move in the right direction. It now takes the "heftie' four
weeks of crash dieting to make the weight limits instead of three.
(139)

Probably appropriate, but for individuals over 45 the 90-day
"correction" period seems inadequate to overcome the lack of mental and
physical discipline established during the previous decade. (175)

Agree. People shouldn't be allowed to get heavier just because
they get older. (206)

I feel the change in the weight standard is a beneficial one to
the Air Force. It gives us a more fit, combat-ready force, and an over-
all healthier group of people. (223)

Excellent. The older you get the more work your heart has to do.
Extra weight just causes more stress on your heart. (233)

I agree that weight allowances should be enforced more strictly
for the older personnel. Their positions of greater responsibilit
tax their bodies a lot, so they must be fit to be effective. (286)

I agree--just because you're getting older doesn't mean you're
allowed to get fatter. Yes, your metabolism gets slower, but then
you're older and more mature to acquire discipline to stay slim and
trim. Your job is more important when you're older, so you should be
in shape even more. (327)

If someone can' t meet the weight standards they have a real
problem. (347)

o It is okay. People don't have to get fat just because they geti old. (360)

I feel that if a person is wearing the uniform, he/she should
look good in it r ardless of age. "Middle age spread" has no place
in the Air Force. 1480)

People will see that they have to remain fit for a longer period
of time. I noticed a lot of negative reaction to the announcement, but
I feel the standards will help me maintain or reduce my present weight
for as long as I'm in the Air Force. Definitely a positive step.
(656)
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I feel that previous standards were too lenient, therefore
projecting poor image. New weight standards should improve the appear-
ance of some Air Force people. (676)

I think it is a good idea, however, many NCOs are in deep trouble
because they didn't count on the regulation being changed. (680)

Okay. The Air Force had developed a weight problem among its
senior members. Since November, the weight problem, in my office anyway,
has disappeared. (819)

I personally think it is fine. I personally had to lose 16
unneeded pounds. (834)

I think it is about time the Air Force started treating every-
body equal. (955)

I think it is great. What we don't need is an Air Force full of
"porkers." (960)

Standards are a very important part of keeping within the
"military image." I agree with the new weight standards for appearances
only. (962)

Excellent. It's about time the Air Force started cracking down
on overweight lazy bums sitting on their rear ends all day. (984)

I don't really care what the standards are. Just set them up
and leave them alone. This jockeying them up and down is for the birds.
(991)

I think it's good. So many AF people out of shape! No kiddingl
Especially security police; if I was an SP I' d make sure I was in shape.
I wish we had even tougher standards. (1003)

Good. It should make a cosmetic improvement and should raise
the general level of physical fitness. (1017)

I think this was a step in the right direction. The previous
weight tables were too liberal. (1030)
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As a very active individual who has for years been ,heavy, I
feel the new change to 35-11 was made without enough consideration for
individuals who tend to be heavy but muscular-not fat. I have aluays
been close to my maximum weight yet last month I logged over 100 miles
in preparation for several ten-kilometer races. I feel good, look good,
and am certainly not fat. Rather than lumping everyone into the same
category weight-wise, you have to have a system that considers each
individual. The nomograms are of little help. (42)

I am enrolled in a weight reduction program in my squadron.
Beginning next month I will begin training for the shot put. During the
track season I will gain 20-40 pounds of muscle, none of which will
affect my job performance. The nomogram did not help increase my max
allowable weight, even though I have 16" biceps. (100)

I feel these weight standards are fair, but should give more
consideration and flexibility to those vho are very big-boned or ex-
tremely muscular. (111)

About right for me. However, a co-worker is a weight lifter-
solid muscle-and has been classified as "overweight." A real joke.
Fat content should be considered-how about weight in water? (108)

Should be based on build also, not age. (219)

It is wrong. I am one pound under my max, yet I am not fat. I
am solid. If I were fat and did not look good in uniform I should be
put on the fat-boy program. But the Air Force should make extra allow-
ances for people who are built solid. (236)

I lift weights and consequently am very solidly built. I have to
diet and fast for about 4-5 days before every weigh-in to be under my
maximum allowable weight. I am also not considered fat-my measurements
are 38-28-38. Use a frame-structure method to measure the build of a
person. (249)

Height/weight do not relate. Body density should be the true
measure. However, this does not indicate body conditioning or muscle
tone. (268)

Personal experience says that an individual' s background has a
good deal to do with body weight. There are numerous individuals on
active duty who participated in intercollegiate athletics and weight
lifting programs. Yet, when they came on active duty, they found they
were overweight by AF standards. These types of things must be consi-
dered when arriving at an individual's proper weight, rather than rely-
ing on a standard weight ahart. (298)

The weight standards are okay. However, the frame of the person
should be considered more. (397)

138



I feel that bone structure should be the deciding factor on
weight. (466)

I know several individuals who are always worried about their
weight, but they don't look obese or fat or overweight by any definition.
I know "looks good" is hard to define, but it shouldn't be a difficult,
time-consuming process to get a waiver for weight if it is obvious to
others that a person "looks good." (525)

I am very large-boned and although I run three miles a day, five
days a week, I have a hard time keeping under my maximum weight. I am
defin itely not fat. It all comes down to the bulk of a person's body
and not just height or age. (601)

I find the whole 35-11 weight program to be bureaucratic tripe.
Standards based on arbitrary weight without consideration of somatotype
is pseudo-scientific nonsense. (614)

Weight standards are a poor means of determining combat fitness.
A person exceeding the standards may be very well fit for combat, and a
person within standards may be totally unfit for combat. (6.15)

I believe that weight standards by using a chart are not fair at
all. A person should be looked at by a doctor or specialist and body
fat should be measured and a physical test should be performed. We are
all different and should be judged accordingly. I am a big person-
not obese but big--but the weight chart is the only thing standing be-
tween me and a career in the Air Force. It is disheartening to go to
my orderly room and have some skinny fool who probably can' t get out of
his own way tell me Ilmoverweight. This program is just not people-
oriented. (651)

The weight control program should be more subjective and based
more on performance, rather objectively based on height and appearance

as it is now. (652)

Factors such as age and muscle structure should probably be con-
sidered, without allowing unnecessary obesity. (812)

Weight standards are inappropriate. Should use percent body fat
measured with calipers for ease of administration. (821)

They are beneficial if used as a guideline. I feel that a sys-
tem which measures percent of body fat and some type of test for cardio-
vascular fitness should be used in conjunction with the weight standards.
(853)

The standards are completely wrong. The Air Force is not God and
should take into consideration that people are different. All people are
not alike. Les give God credit for making us each different and try to
set up aur guidelines along his lines. I think the Air Force has gone
overboard on this subject. (880)
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Any time you arbitrarily assign weight to a height you have
stifled the flexibility to account for the natural differences in people.
Other things that I know must be considered are bone structure, muscle
tone, and muscle development and bulk. I have known people with a min-
imal amount of body fat, pure muscle, and a big-boned structure and have
seen them put on the fat-boy program for weighing more than their height
allowed. (881)

The new weight standards are unfair and unrealistic. They are
unfair in that they are continually changing and fail to consider hered-
itary tendencies toward weight gain. They are unrealistic in that there
are few people who can say they weigh less at age 40 than they did at
age 18. As one gets older in the military, jobs tend to include less
physical activity, thus increasing the likelihood of weight gain. (915)

As a squadron commander I am faced with enforcing this regulation.
I have people who weigh near but under their maximum yet do not "look
good" in a uniform. I also have several physically fit athletic types
who exceed their maximum yet do "look good" in uniform. I have seen
tremendous disparity in determining what "looks good" among squadrons,
bases, and commands. (1050)
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APPENDIX D

SAMPLE OF RESPONSES TO SURVEY QUESTION 17:
SUGGESTIONS FUR PROGRAM IW4ROVDEENT

The sample suggestions listed in this appendix reflect the

views of each respondent and do not necessarily represent

the views of the author or the position of the Air Force

Institute of Technology or the United States Air Force.
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I

Have a controlled physical fitness program that makes it man-
datory to participate in a physical conditioning program. (12) *

If the Air Force is really serious about fitness and weight
control then perhaps weekly mandatory formations would add some credi-
bility to the program. I believe the 3-mile walk should not be an option.
Too many times I have seen overweight individuals merrily walking, chat-
ting, and often smoking while taking their yearly constitutional. Can
this realistically be called a fitness program? The Army awards points
towards promotion, in varying amounts, dependent upon an individual's
performance in a fitness exam. If the Air Force did this, there would
be a vast increase in the number of physically fit airmen. (17)

I think the Air Force should start a program of daily exercise.
The program should include running and other exercises and should be
mandatory for everyone from generals to airmen basics. Running just
once a year just doe' t cut it. Please help to save lives--we all need
a change for the better. (2D)

I strongly feel we need to revert back to weekly calisthentics
for everyone in the Air Force in order to eliminate the attitude that
peacetime conditions create. Emphasis should be on physical strengths
and not on how fast an individual can run a 1.5-mile course. (40)

I think that time during the day (1 hour) should be given for
physical fitness. I believe it would really help in the morale of
people in the Air Force. (46)

Running 1.5 miles once a year is wrong. I have been in the
service for 11 years. In that time I may have run or walked my aerobics
test 3 times. I know this is wrong, but if the program is not supported
from the top, it won't be supported from the bottom. (61)

The present UZAF aerobics testing program is a joke. All it
proves is whether a person, regardless of their physical condition,
can keep from having a heart attack when pushed once a year. Many
people I have talked to favor a mandatory physical training program.
The "whole man" concept should include a member' s state of fitness. (62)

Make the athletic program mandatory, not voluntaryl Enforce
at least 2-3 hours of P.B. each week. Exercise is not only good for
weight but also "stress" and motional ventilation. The current "volun-
tar? program is a joke for the older personnel who are not single and
"competitive.' (74)

Provide time and training money. (108)

I would like to see a mandatory formation type program by units
one day per week. Calisthentics followed by running would be a good
program. (113)

*Numbers refer to individual case number listed in data column 25,
Appendix B.
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The Air Force, including myself, is too out of shape. Squadrons
need to set up one hour per day and make people like me get out and get
in shape. (124)

I feel required weekly exercise for all USAF personnel is a
must. I hate running. (146)

Either: (1) Get serious about it and make it mandatory with PT
sessions for all personnel, or (2) Abolish the program. (177)

In three years I have never run aerobics. Other organizations
on base allow time for physical fitness activities. Greater consistency
among organizational policies is desirable. (212)

The Air Force should institute some type of mandatory program
where units would gather together once a week or so for some form of
physical activity. It need not be strenuous, but should require some
effort. It would instill a sense of team spirit in fun and exercise.
It would help incorporate in us all the values of exercise. (223)

We should have a time set aside as a squadron for physical fitness
at the gym, as the Army does, during duty hours. (233)

Encourage the Air Force to support 30 minutes per day dedicated
to physical fitness, such that a person' s lunch hour could be combined
to allow time to run, etc. (264)

Establish a weekly program with mandatory participation by every-
one. (268)

If we really want physically fit people, we must provide time
for them to stay in shape. Allow people one hour per day for three days
per week. Require people to run 1.5 miles in 10 minutes 30 seconds.
(297)

Make mandatory programs of 3 to 5 times per week, one hour each

time. The program should be during duty hours. If it is necessary to
go from an eight to a nine-hour day, then so be it. Gymnasiuma should
be for active duty only. Our fitness in more important than a dependent' s
hobby. Overcrowding by dependents is a problem at every Sym I have been
to in the last 11 years. (300)

Institute a mandatory, supervised program. I am reaching the
age where I am lose inclined to participate, but I need it even more
than a young person. (304)

If higher HQ officials feel the fitness program should remain,
then some type of physical activity must become part of the daily pro-
grm during the workday schedule. Physical fitness is only a once-a-year
program for too many of the service populace. (318)
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If the Air Force wants to have an effective physical fitness pro-
gram, allocate a mandatory hour per day for physical fitness. I think
the majority would participate. Mandatory time will force personnel to
get some exercise, tension will decrease, people will feel good, and
morale will go up. (347)

The Air Force should scrap the current program. The only way
individuals are going to train is to make it mandatory to participate
in a weekly typeprogram. The 3-mile walk is a joke. (379)

I feel there is no physical fitness program in the Air Force.
Running 1.5-miles once a year does not prove a thing. Physical fitness
has to be a daily thing. I recommend a mandatory, daily program with
group participation in calisthenics, running, etc. (397)

More regimented and mandatory programs instead of an annual 1.5-
mile run. I'm academically inclined and would rather read a book than
exercise. I hate exercising but know I should. (422)

If the Air Force wants to get serious about fitness, I suggest
a mandatory fitness program done as a unit with the commander leading
the way. The activity need not be strenuous; 30 or 4O minutes of
calisthenics would be adequate. The benefits would be increased esprit
de corps, closeness with the commander, etc. No test should be required,
only 100 percent participation. The USHC and the U.S. Army have learned
these lessons while the USAF has been pretending that they are an airline
instead of a military force. (473)

The yearly requirement to run 1.5 miles is not enough. If we
ever had a war half the people around you probably wouldn' t make it
because they're not in condition to participate. (478)

Make it mandatory or forget itl Commanders at all levels should
make physical fitness programs a scheduled, mandatory formation. (ASO)

I would like to see mandatory physical training for all per-
sonnel. We don't have to go overboard and run 5 siles per day with
combat boots and a pack, but with workloads and schedules and the attitude
of many bases about using any duty time for PT, many people don't take
their rightful time to get in shape. A mandatory, scheduled fitness
program would solve this problem. (525)

The only way a military organization can be truly physically fit
is to have everyone in the organization work on their fitness as part of
a group activity. I strongly believe in physical fitness being an in-
tegral part of the USAF, not just a "prove-it-once-a-year" action. (542)

People who participate in a regular exercise program find the so-
called aerohic standards a joke. I think the current standards should
require a "good" rating or better, and if people can't make it, tough.
There should be an alternative test for those who hate to run or walk.
(579)
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If we are going to have a fit force, we are going to have to dedi-
cate some time to do it, and we are going to have to get earnest about
it. (652)

If we were required to run once a week, pot bellies would be a
thing of the past. (656)

The annual aerobics program is more hazardous than beneficial.
Most people will not train for a run they are only required to do once
a year. If you are serious about requiring aerobic conditioning, then
put together a serious program. If not, quit risking a person' s health
and safety with a program designed to fill a square in the Air Force.

The current program is a Joke. Either scrap the pseudo-program
we have now or get off dead center and provide time, instructors, and a
regulation with teeth that makes participation mandatory in selected
physical activities. 723)

Set aside (by regulation) a minimum of one hour daily for every-one to go do exercising of the person' s choice. (842)

A staggered lunch hour aanning .achedule which insures a minimun
of 90 minutes per day is set aside for each individual to work out is
a must. (853)

Have PT every morning for 30 minutes or before each shift so there
is participation by everyone. (880)

If you can' t give us at least a half hour daily for physical
training then don' t ask us to go out and kill ourselves once a year
to meet some requirement in AFR 35-11. The Army doesn't, the Navy
doesn't, the Marines don't, and the Air Force shouldn't. (895)

I think each squadron should make it a mandatory program to have
everyone take time from work and do some type of physical sport. (1004)

To increase participation, make the program mandatory, just like
AFR 35-10. Commanders should be required to make time available for
aerobics. (1017)

A yearly 1.5-mile run is a farce. Physical fitness should be
tested on a weekly or monthly basis. (95)

The annual aerobics test should be increased to quarterly or
twice a year, or be completely done away with. If it is increased, I
feel that more military people will get in good physical condition and
stay that way. (111)'

This once-a-year thing is for the birds. I think once a month
testing would help to reveal people who are out of shape a lot sooner.
I think the standard for the over-forty age group is sidng a lot, but
maybe it's what we need because this is the age group where our youmg
people really get their impression of the seniors. (119)
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I think the runs should be conducted more often to preclude some
people attempting the 1.5-mile run when they are out of shape. (173)

Either press for a more frequently applied program (walk/run
once a month) or forget the whole thing. I see too many guys killing
themselves once a year-that' s a waste of time. (188)

Test and weigh in at least twice a year. (206)

I feel the present program is a lot of hogwash. I don't feel
that a once-a-year program as we presently have is effective. I feel
that in order to make the AF physical fitness program work, it should
be made mandatory that the 1.5-mile running or walking test be con-
ducted at least once a month. (229)

If the Air Force wishes to conduct a physical fitness program
which keeps their personnel physically fit and within the weight stan-
dards, they should do it on a weekly basis for all individuals. (239)

Make the run requirement once a month rather than once a yearl
If you're going to continue once a year, then do away with it. It only
gives older puys heart attacks when they do it so unoften. Some may not
like so frequent a program at first, but esprit de corps would rise in
the long run and work output would be better. My brother instituted
a running program in the outfit he runs at his base. He said it im-
proved work output and discouraged drug use in his enlisted men. They
couldn't run and stay on drugs. They became proud of being in shape.

I personally feel that the enlisted men and women should be made
to pass a certain fitness test at least once a month, similar to the one
we did in basic training. (336)

Replace the annual run/walk with regular weekly physical fitness
sessions, say a structured program for two duty hours per week. Do this
only if the USAF' s real interest is in being fit-not just appearing to
be so. (356)

I feel quarterly tests should be conducted) those failing should
be tested weekly or put on a remedial training program and constantly
tested until they pass. People under 34 years of age should not have the
option of walking. Anyone under 34 years of age should be able to run
1.5 miles. (455)

Aerobics should be run more than once a year. As it is, running/
walking only once a year does more to damage a person' s health than not
doing it at all. (604)

A once-a-year run of 1.5 miles does not mean that someone is in
shape. I believe that regular exercise on a constant basis 2 or 3 ti es
a week (say one hour at a time) ould keep people in better shape and
possibly even keep inches off around the pot belly. We need more exer-
cises more often-not necessarily only running. (676)
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Hold qualifications more often, perhaps quarterly or semiannually,
and don' t let out-of-shape people continue in service. As it is right now,
the physical fitness and weight control program is a Joke with the re-
suits too often "pencil-whipped." Let' s do it right. (812)

Conduct a daily/weekly fitness program. If our duty schedule
permits it, let us do our workouts during duty hours. I'm not suggesting
that fitness come before duty, but that the two can coexist together.
The overall result will be not only a more fit AF but also a group of
workers more ready to do their duties. (824)

When I attended the NCO Academy we had physical training 3 times
per week for one hour each time. At the end of six weeks I felt much
better about myself and was almost physically fit-but the program was
mandatory. Do the same with the AF fitness program. (944)

Make the run test a quarterly or semiannual requirement and spot
check the honesty of the people. I know for a fact that lots of people
are not running or weighing in because they have a "friend" in the or-
derly room. Official test results do not reflect the true physical
fitness level of the Air Force. (1060)

Physical fitness is now the product of individual, self-moti-
vated effort and not one of the formal goals of the system. Put a block
on physical condition in efficiency reports and you would see a complete
change in attitude. (89)

Continue the same basic system we have now with the following
modifications: (1) decrease the time required to pass the 1.5-mile run
to twelve minutes for everyone, (2) have the individual and immediate
supervisor certify regular participation in a fitness program, and (3)
eliminate the optional 3-mile walk. Also, place control of the system
at a level which can maintain the integrity of the program. (100)

To better encourage running, make changing/shower rooms avail-
able at places other than the gym. (112)

For those who are overweight or who fail the run test, cut their
separate rations for each month they are overweight or are in a failing
status. That' s motivation-money talks. Either put teeth in the pro-
gram or forget it. (117)

Establish a briefing program explaining and illustrating the
benefits that come from good physical condition. (126)

Increase gym shower facilities. Mandate at least weekly exer-
cise programs. Include running, walking, cycling, swimming, and mixed
exercises as part of the annual fitness test. Consider monitoring heart
and lungs during testing. Test at least quarterly. Require that super-
visors allow duty time for exercising. (139)

Encourage folks to change their behavior and become more aware of
the benefits of being physically fit. Motivate in a positive wad--not
out of fear of punishment. (199)
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Take more action against fatties and out-of-shape folks. En-
courage more widespread participation in physical activities by testing
more than once a year, collecting and reporting aerobic points earned each
week to immediate supervisors, emphasizing intramural sports more, and
recognizing people who are in shape through some sort of special awards
or benefits. (218)

Put more emphasis on soldierly qualities and requirements for
deployments or war. Offer challenging, entertaining ways to stay fit
and advertise them to make them desirable and part of career progres-
sion. (286)

Make physical fitness a command interest item. Right now only
weight control is. This could be because weight control is easy to
measure and ut on a slide. Need more 0-5 and 0-6 leadership by ex-
ample. (317

Make repercussions for commanders and supervisors with over-
weight people. (339)

Fitness requirements should be the same for both males and fe-
males. Since most requirements for Air Force jobs are established
without regard to sex, mobility requirements are made without regard to
sex, and most other duty-related activities do not make a distinction
based on a person' s sex, this activity should be no exception. (360)

I'm the aerobics monitor for our squadron. I have never heard

so much complaining about any program. If we're going to have a pro-
gram, then let's do it right or forget it altogether. We need to get
the senior officers and NCOs into the act. They are by far the worst.
Don't worry so much about the younger airmen and officers. Let' s get
the old Air Force in shape. (362)

Incorporate regular group athletics/calisthenics into the pro-
gram. This would help moraleas well as fitness., I'm prejudiced because
I spent three years in the Army where they have such a program. (381)

Making a program that rewards those who participate satisfactorily
is as necessary as revamping the entire program. Each command, base, or
squadron should have its own physical fitness plan that meets its needs.
(415)

It does not appear that the Air Force has a physical fitness
program in effect. We need to develop a series of physical stress tests
(pushups, pullups, situps, run, etc.) that each individual will take
semiannually. The tests will measure the individual' a physical con-
dition and, combined with a little running and conditioning, will in-
prove the physical fitness of the Air Force. (457)

ELiinate the running. As it now stands you can easily get a
passing score Just by knowing the timer. It's hard to flunk a friend.
In 12 years in the Admin field I have seen as many people passed by the
pen as I have seen pass by actually performing. (543)
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Have one! The Air Force philosophy pertaining to physical fit-
ness is "as time permits."' As a result, there is no program. The cost
of a mandatory program conducted en. masse during duty hours would be more
than repaid by increased health, esprit de corps, and work efficiency.
(586)

Make unit fitness and combat capability the responsibility of
every commander. Make this a required statement of his or her OER:
"This commander ensures unit fitness by. . ." If this means morning PT
for the entire unit, it wouldn't be all badl Living physical fitness
and maintaining combat capability can' t be regulated; they must be done
by example from the top-no exceptions. (615)

There should be incentive programs for physical fitness (money,
leave, awards, promotions, etc.). Accommodations should be made for
family participation in physical fitness programs. (669)

Provide good facilities. Women need a place to reapply makeup,
blow-dry their hair, roll and curl their hair, apply creams, etc. I'm
sure the designers of all gymnasiums must be males! (671)

Make physical fitness more of an issue, especially among flight
crews. Ensure that everyone is aware of the methods available for main-
taining physical fitness. Get rid of the greasy, starchy junk foods
served in alert dining halls. (679)

Why don' t you award points towards promotion to those who are
physically fit? This would accomplish two things: (1) It would provide
a real incentive to keep fit, and (2) If you are busy working out you
have less time to get drunk or abuse drugs, so it probably would reduce
D&A abuse problems in the Air Force. (680)

Require more emphasis from supervisors. Replace the promotion
folder portrait with a full-length photo. Emphasize the contribution
good conditioning makes to work output. (681)

Make promotion photo a full length photo-taken once a year.
The Marine Corps does this with outstanding results. (730)

Determination of whether you are in any kind of physical shape
should be put in the hands of competent people, not incompetents such
as first sergeants or commanders. (810)

Don't continue to waste Air Force money with this type of survey.
Devote the money to improving base facilities. (854)

I could never understand how the Air Force could require you to
perform to certain standards, yet not provide guidance or time to prac-
tice to perform to that standard. If you require me to fly, you provide
the training and duty time to perform to required standards. Why is the
physical fitness requirement any different? (881)
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Schedule many weekly physical fitness activities with partici-
pation in one activity mandatory. Include comments on an individual's
personal physical fitness program in OER/APR. Provide positive in-
centives to those on overweight or remedial fitness programs. (915)

Decrease the times required to pass the annual test. Eliminate
the 3-mile walk. Add calisthentios (pullups, pushups, situps, etc.) to
the program. Lower the maximum weight limits. (984)

Provide three different one-hour workout times each day so that
everyone has the opportunity to participate. (1001)

Make the standards tougher. Basic training-what a sad thing.
I vent in "in shape," came out "out of shape." I mean 8th grade foot-
ball was tougher, even the boy scouts! I don't mean to be harsh, but
it's the truth. (1003)

Enforce it or get rid of it. Quit making it easier so that
everyone can pass. (1030)

Commanders should actively participate and schedule time during
duty hours time to be available for personal physical exercise. (1038)

Make testing a joy to other than runners. If we had bicycle
and swimming alternatives to running, we would have more people willing
to develop their own programs on a regular basis-and consequently
realize greater personal fitness. (35)

Build some frisbee golf courses at Air Force bases. This sport
is very relaxing and provides all the aerobic exercise a person needs.
There are more participants in the United States than most people re-
alize. (398)

Require a periodic affidavit from each person signifying sin-
imum training and then have enough tests to cover all the various
training programs (running, swimming, cycling, etc.). (410)

With the increased interest and participation in dancercise,
jazzercise, exercise to music, and weight lifting, the Air Force needs
to incorporate these types of activities into the program. It is easier
to do something that helps you become physically fit when you enjoy rather
than hate doing it. (466)

Individualize programs. The perceived policy seems to be how
pretty we look in uniform, not how physically fit we are. (488)

Include weight lifting and exercise tests in addition to running.
Those who have developed a working exercise program are penliezd into
running. Running is not for everyonel (537)

Since most AF jobs require little, if any, fitness requirements,
the official physical fitness program should be eliminated. Standards
should be tailored to the physical requirements of each job. (1002)
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CO1TINGENCY TABLE 1

Croestabulation of Aerobic Fitness Level With Sex

COUNT I
ROW PCT IMALE FEMALE ROW
COL PCT I TOTAL
TOT PCL 1 1.1 2.!
- - - a- .. ! ....... . !-........ I

0. I 205 I 37 1 242
0 POINTS 1 A4,7 1 15.3 1 Z2.4

I 21.2 I 33.1 1
I 19,0 I 3.4 I

-I ...... a..Ia -- -.. . .

1. I 373 I 46 1 419
1.29 PTS I 89,0 1 11.0 1 18.8

I 38,5 1 41.1 I

I 34,.5 I 4.3 I

2. 1 390 1 24 1 419
30+ PTS I 93.1 I 6.0 1 38.8

I 40,3 I 25.9 I
I 36.1 I 2.7 1

COLUMN 968 112 10 0
TOTAL 89.6 10.4 100.0
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CO1MTflENCY TABLE 2

Crostabulation of Aerobic Fitness Level With Age

Male
COUNT I
ROW PCT 117-29 30-34 35-39 80-44 5 YEARS ROW
COL PCT IYRS OLD YRS OLD YRS OLD YRS OLD, AND OVER TOTAL
TOT PCL I 1.1 2.! 3.T 4.! 5.!

0. I A2 I 42 I 49 I 24 I 8 1 201
c POINTS I 40.0 I 20. I 7309 i 11,7 I 3,9 I 21.2

I 19.3 1 19.4 I 24.5 ! 23.1 I 33.3 1
I 5.5 I 0,3 I 5.1 I 2.5 I 0.8 I-I ...... ......I ... -- ..--- ...

I. I 147 I 90 I P8 I .42 I .6 I 373
1-?9 PTS 3 39.4 T 2'.1 I 23".6 11.3 I 1p6 I 385

I 34.7 4 01.7 1 44 0 T 40.4 I 25,0 1
I 15,2 1 0,3 I 9.1. I 4.,3 .1 .0.6 1

2. I 195 I 84 I 63 1 38 I 1o I 390
30+ PTS I 50,0 I 21.q I 16.2 1 9.7 1 2p6 I 40.3

I 46,0 I 38.q I 31,5 1 36.5 I 0l,7 I
I Pol R .7 I .6.5 1 3.9 '1 .1.0 I

COLUMN 424 216 200 too 24 968
TOTAL 43.8 22.3 20.7 10.7 2.5 100,0

Female

COUNT I
ROW PCT 117-2q 30-14 35-39 40-44 a5 YEARS ROW
COL PCT IYRS OLD YRS OLD YRS OLD YS OLD AND OVFQ TOTAL
TOT PCL I 1.I 2.1 3.T Sol . ,....... ! ......T-.... I-------.. -- ..

0. T 26 1 7 I 3 T 0 I 1 1 37
0 POINTS T 70.3 ! t8.0 I 8,1 T 0.0 I ).7 I 33.0

I 28.3 ! 70.0 1 17e5 1 0.0 1 100.0 I
I ?3.2 1 6.3 I 2.7 n 0.0 .1 0.9 T

to! '2 I I .3 1 0!1 0! 46
1-9 PTS 01.,3 T P . 6.5 T 0.0 ! 0.0 I 41,1

I 45.7 I 10.0 I 37.5 1 0,0 I 0.0 1
! 37.5 1 q, 1 2.7 1 0.0 .1 0.0 I

2. I 2 -1 2 I *2 T I 0 1 29
30+ PTS I 82.8 6. 1 6.9 T -3o4 I 0.0 1 2r.9

I 26.1 I 20.0 I 25,0 1 100.0 I 0.0 I
I 210 I 1.8 I to$ I .0q I 0.0 !

-I .. . ..a ... I . .... I . ...... I . .. .

COLUMN 42 10 8 1 ! 11?
TOTAL A2.1 0.9 7.1 0.90.9 10oo
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CONTINGENCY TABLE 3

Crosetabulation of Aerobic Fitness Level With Weight Category

Male

COUNT I
ROW PCT IRELOW wITHIN A8OVF AROVE POW
COL PCT IiDFAL 4T IDEAL WT !OFAL WT MAX WT TOTAL
T'T PCL I 1. 241 341 4.1-.... ..aa. ...... !ee. ..... Ia...... .T---a .... l

0. I 32 1 70 I ?O I 18 I 205
0 POINTS I 15.6 1 38.5 I 39.0 I 6. I 21.2

1 19.0 1 21.7 21.1 I 25.9 I

I 3.3 1 P.2 I 8.3 1 .4 '1

1- I 53 I 136 1 163 1 20 I 372
1-29 PTS I 14.2 1 36,6 1 43'8 I 51 1 38.5

I 31.5 I 37.4 I a2,9 1 37.0 I
I 5.5 1 14.1 1 16.9 I 2.1 1

-I .. ...... I . .. .. Ia....... ! ........

2.! 83! 149 1 137! 20 1 389
30+ PTS I 21,3 1 38.3 1 35.2 1 5.1 40.3

I 49.4 I 40.9 I 36.1 1 37,0 1
I F.b I 158, I 14.2 1 2.1 1

"I. .. ..!- - .... ana In ....... ! . .. .

COLUMN 168 168 380 So 966
TOTAL 17.4 37.7 39.3 5.6 100.0

Female

COUNT I
R1* PCT ISEC.04 #dTHIN ASOVF AROVF ROW
COL PCT ITOFAL WT IDEAL WT IDEAL WT MAX WT TOTAL
TOT PCL I 1.I 2.! 3.1 4.1

0. 1 1 1 1 n I t9 I 7 1
0 POINTS I 2,7 1 27.0 I 51.4 1 IA.q I 33.3

I 25.0 I 25.0 I 36.5 T 06.7 I
I 0.9 1 9.0 I 17.1 1 6.3 1

-Ii... ... I -- ...... I.. ...... Ia.... . -I

t, 1 1 1 22 I 17 1 S 1 45
1-?9 PTS I 2.2 1 4A.0 7 17A 1 11.1 1 40.S

1 25.0 1 5.fl I 32.7 1 33.3 1
1 0.9 I 1q.0 1 15,3 T 8.5 .1

2. 1 29
30+ P75 I 6.9 T 27.61, 555.2 1 10.3 1 ?b.1

1 50.0 1 2EM.0 1 30.8 1 20.0t I
S 1.8 1 7.2 1 14.4 1 ? 1

4C 52 15 111
TOTAL 3.6 361. Ah.* 1315 100.0
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COTINGEMY TABLE 4

Crostabulation of Aerobic Fitness Level With Rank

Male
COUNT I
ROw PCT IAIPMAN NCO SENIOR COMP GO FIELD GD ROW
COL PCT I NCO OFFICEP OFFICER TOTAL
TOT PCL 1 t.1 2.! 3.1 .. 1 5.!

0. 171 741 24 I 51 ! 391 205
O.POTNTS 1 8.3 I 36.1 It11 t7 24.9 I t9.0 I 21.2

T 15.2 T 74.P I 32.0 ! 18.0 1 20..3 1
I 1.8 I 7.6 I 2.5 I 5.3 1 .4.0 1-I . .. .. T . .. . . I .. .. e I --.. . I . . . . .I

1. I 40 I 125 I 34 I 96 I 78 1 373
1-29 PTS I 10.7 1 33.5 q.1 1 79.7 I 20.9 I 38.5

I 35.7 I 40.R I 45p3 I 33.9 I 40,6 I
I 4.1 ! 12.9 I 3.5 I 9.4 I 8.1 I

2. 1 55 1 107 1 )7 I 13; I 75 I 390
301 PTS I 14o.1 27,1* 44 1 34,9 1 t9.2 1 40.3

I 49.1 I 35. 1 22.7 T 48.1 1 39.1 T
1 5.7 I 11.1 I 1.8 1 1a0 .1 7.7 I

COLU N 112 306 75 283 192 968
TOTAL 11.6 31.6 7.7 29.2 19.8 100.0

Female

COUNT I

ROw PCT IAIPPIAN NCO SENIOR COMP GO FIELD GO ROO
CrL OCT I NCO OFFICER OFFICER TOTAL
TOT PCL T 1.1 2.1 3.! 41.1 5.1

0. I to I 14 I 2 1 9 I 2 I 37
n POTNTS I 27.0 I 37.8 1 S,4 1 24.3 I 5.4 I 33.0

T 34.5 1 44.0 I 66.7 I 20.9 1 100,0 I
! $,9 I 1). I 1.8 x .1 I 1.8 1

, ~-! .. f...I . f.. -- .. I.....o.I..... I

1. I 1 I 13 I 1 t8 1 0 1 46
1-P9 PTS ! 30.4 T 2A.1 1 2,2 1 39.1 I 0.0 I 41.1

I 18.3 I 37.1 I 33,3 1 41.9 I 0.0 I
1 12.5 1 11.6 I 0.9 T t6.t 1 .0.0 1

2. T......n ....--..... mimm~ !mm....... m ......

2e 1 I I A 1 0 1 IA1 0 ! 29
30+ PTS I 17,2 27,6 I 0.0 1 55.2 1 o*0 25.,9

I 17.2 1 22.9 1 0.0 1 371? I 0.0 I
1 4.5 1 7.1 I 0.0 1 14.3 1 0.0 1-I.. . . . . . . . ,......m ~ t~ wm w m m . . i-- .. i. !in...... I

COLUMN 29 35 3 41 2 112
TOTAL ?5.9 3t.3 2.7 38.4 1.8 100.0
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CONTIEGENCT TABLE 4

Crosstabulation of Aerobic Fitness Level With Officer and Enlisted Rank

Male
COUNT I

ROW PCT IFNLISTEO OFFICER ROW
COL PCT I TOTAL
TOT PCL 1 1.T .2.,

0. 115 1 90 I 2p5
0 POINTS I 56.1 I 43,9 I 1.2

I ?3.3 I 8.Q I
I 11.9 1 9.3 1

1-29 PTS 1 53.4 1 46.6 I 38.5

1 40,4 1 36.6 1
1I 06 I 140 I 3

2, I 179 1 211 I 390
30+ PTO T 45,9 54.1 1 40.3

1 36,3 1 44,4 1
I18.5 1 21.8 1

COLUMN 493 475 968
TOTAL 1;019 49.1 100.0

Femal~e

COUNT I
ROW PCT TFNLISTED OFFICEQ ROW
CnL PCT I TOTAL
TOT PCL I 1.4 2.1
.... aa - -I .......a. Ia........!

0.1 26 1t I A
0 POINTS 1 70,3 1 Z9.7 1 33.0

1 38.8 1 20,4 I
I 23.2 I 9, I

"I R. . .I IA 1 16
1-29 PTS I 60.9 I 30t 1 41'.1

I 4.8 I 4n.ft I
I ?5,0 T 16,1 I

-. 1 13 1 . 6 1 ?
30+ PTS 1 44,8 ! SS.2 I As.9

I 191 I 35.6 1
1 11.6 1 14,1 I
a t fwt xa ftftM aatf I

CnLI)MM 67 4S I2
TOTAL 59s8 40.2 100.0
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CONTI)nCY TALE 5

Crostabluation of Aerc i Fitness Level With Flying Status

Male

COUNT 
I

Raw PCT IVES NO ROW
COL PCT I TOTAL
TIT PCL T 1.! 2.!

0. 1 39 I 166 1 2!5
n POINTS 1 19.0 I 81.0 I 21.2

1 18.0 I 2P.t I
1 48.0 I 17.1 I
-I ........ ! .. .. .1. 86 1 285 1 373

t.-9 P$ 1 23.6 I 76.4 1 38.5
1 40.6 I 37.9 1
I 9,1 1 29,4 1

2. 1 90 I 300 r 340
30+ PTS I 23.1 I 76.9 I aO.3

I 41.5 1 39.0 I
I 9.3 1 31.0 I

COLUMN 217 751 968
TOTAL 22. 77.6 100.0

Female
COUNT I

ROW PCT IVES NO ROW
COL PCT I TOTAL
TOT PCL I 1.1 2.!

0. I 2 1 3' 1 37
0 POINTS I 5.4 1 94. 1 33.0

1 33.3 I 330 1
1 1.8 1 31.3 I

1. I P1 44 I 46
1-29 PTS 1 4.3 r 9S.7 I 41.1

1 33.3 1 4t.5 I
1 1. 1 3q,3 I

2.! 2! 27 ! ?9
30+ PTS 1 6.9 1 q3.1 I 25.9

I 33,3 I 25,5 I
! 1. 1 24.1 1

COLUMN 6 106 112
TOTAL 5,4 911.6 100.0
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CONTI1NGEC! TABLE 6

Crosatabulation of Aerobic Fitness Level With Annual Physical Fitness
Test Score

MaleSCOUNT I

ROW PCT INONIE POOR ANn 4VERAGF GOOD EXCEL ROW
COL PCT I FAIR LENT TOTAL
TOT PCL I O.!. 2.1 3.! 4.! 5.!

0. 1  22 T IS i A5 1 67 1 16 1 205
0 POINTS 1 10.7 1 7.3 1 4105 I 32.7 1 7.8 1 21.2

I 37.3 ! 48.4 1 30.7 1 18.4 1 6,8 l
K 2.3 1 1.5 I 8.R 1 6.9 I .1.7 I

1. I 23 1 14 I 131 1 15? I 53 1 373
1-29 PTS I 6.2 1 3.8 1 35.1 1 40,8 I 14.2 I 38.5

1 39,0 I 45.2 I 47,.3 ! 4t.8 I 22,4 I
1 2.4 1 too I 13.5 A 15,7 I 5.5 I

2. 1 11 1 2 I 61 T 144; I 168 1 390
30+ PTS I 3.6 1 0.5 15. 6 ! 37.2 K 43. 1 40.3

I 23.7 1 6.5 I 22.0 1 39.8 I 7n09 i
1 1.4 I 0.2 1 6.3 1 .15.0 I 17,4 I

COLUMN' 59 31 277 364 237 968
TOTAL 6,1 3.2 28.6 37.6 24.5 100.0

Female
COUNT I

ROW PCT TMOME POOR ANJD AVFRAGE GOOD EXCEL ROW
COL PCT I FATR LENT TOTAL
TOT PCL K 0.1 2.! 3,T 41 5.I e~Iee9 ;e3

O. rI 93T0 37
0 POINTS 1 74.3 7.7 1 62.2 1 10.R 1 ,0 1 33.0

6 6- 1 14.3 1 38.3 ; 16.7 I 0,0 I
I A.0 0 1 1 o.5 1 .,6 0 00 1

' 1, 1 4 1 7 1 1 1 4t-79 PT$ gel, I tO,9 1 43. 2. . I 2 T 41,t

K 28.6 1 71.4 K 48.3 1 20.2 1 14.3 K
K 3.6 1 .5 K ?5.9 I 6.3 K 0.9 1

2. K I I K 8 1 I I 6 K 24
30+ PTS 1 3.4 1 1.1 7T.6 1 44. K P0.7 I 2'5.

K 7.1 1 15.3 I 13.1 1 5..5 1 85.7
K 09 Ii 0.9 1 7.1 ' 1106 1 5.4 I

COULI'N 14 7 0 24 7 Itt
TOTAL 1.5S 6.' S3.6 21,4 6.3 100.0
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COTINGYC TABLE 7

Croestabulation of Aerobic Fitness Level With Immediate Supervisor
support

Hale
COUNT I
ROW PCT IYES NO ROW
COL PCT I TOTAL
TOT PCL r 1.! 2.1

0. I 12 1 57 ! 199
a POINTS I 71.4 1 28.6 1 21.0

I 20.5 1 22.4 I
I 15.0 1 6.0 I
T- -..-- --I -------- I

1. 1 267 1 9 I 3f6
t-29 PTS I 73.0 I 27.0 1 38.7

I 38.6 I 39.0 I

2C U 283 1 9R 1 381
30+ PTS I T7OT3 25e7 1 A.3

0 I ,9 1 9 I 
1 29,9 1 to0. I

-I . . . I . . . I

COLUIMN 692 2S4 946

TOTAL 73,2 26,8 100.0

Femaalme

COUNT I
ROW PCT tvES NO ROW

COL PCT I TOTAL
T8T PCL I I9 1 45.

1 ....... ma........ I ........ I

o. 1 27 T 9 1 36
0 POINTS 75*0 1 25.0 1 33.0

I 356 I 29,0 I
1 2.3 I *83 I

a I It ! t4 I 4e

"--- ..... 10 ' 68 9..3.1 1 1

COLUMN 78 31 p9
TOTAL 71,4 281 1?*0.0
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CONfTI!KIC TABLE 8

Crosatabulation of Aerobic Fitness Level ith iDuty Hour Participation

Male
COUNT I

ROW PCT IVES NO ROW
COL PCT I I TOTAL
TIT PCL I 1.! 2.!

0. I 10l 1 88 I 189
0 POTITS I R3. 1 46.6 I P0.3

I 18.6 1 22.7 1
1 10.9 I 91. I

1. ! ?fl T 15' I .358
1-29 PTS I 57.5 T Q2.5 I 38.5

I 38.0 I 39.? I
I 22.2 I 1h.3 I

-! ........e !...... I

2. I 235 r 148 I 303
30+ PT3 I 61.4 I 38.6 I 41.2

1 43,4 I 38,1 I
I 25.3 I 15,9 I

COLUMN 542 38! 930
TOTAL 58.3 41.7 100.0

Female

COUNT I
ROW PCT IYES NO POw
COL PCT I TOTAL
TOT PCL I I.t 2.r
... ... Ie ........ * I ........ - I

0. ! 17 I 18 I
n POINTS I 48.6 I 51.8 I 32.7

1 27.4 I 40.0 J
-I 15.0 I 16.8 I

1. 1 27 I 17 I 4
1-P9 PTS I A1. I 3Ah T 41.1

I 43,5 I 37.R I
I 75,2 7 15.19

-Sl..... .. I... ... !

i30+ PTS 1 64,3 1 M7. 1 2.
. I 0 1 2 26.

CnLUMN 62 4f 107
TOTAL 97,9 40, 100.0
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CONTINGENCY TABLE 9

Croastabulation of Aerobic Fitness Level With Duty Hours Used Per Week

Hale
COUNT I

ROw PCT 10 MRS P 1-3 MRS 4 MRS POW

C#L PCT IER WK PFR WK PER WK TOTAL
TmT PCL I 0.! 1.! 2.!

0. 1 73 I 20 I 8 I lt
0 POINTS I 72.3 I 19.8 1 7;9 I 18.6

I 42.7 1 8.5 I 5,8 1
1 13.5 I 3.7 I 1.5 1

-. I 54 I . .. I ... ... 206
1-29 PTS 1 ?6.2 I 52.1 I 21P4 1 36.0

I 31.6 1 46.2 1- 32,1 I
T 1010 1 19,.f I B1 I

2 . . I .. .1 -I . 5 1 235
30+ PTS 1 18.7 1 45,1 1 36,2 7 43.0

I ?5,7 I 45.3 I 62.0 I
I 8.1 I 19.6 I 15.7 I

- I ........ -I ........ I ........ I
CnLUMK' 171 734 I}7 542
TOTAL 31.5 41.2 25.3 100.0

Female
COUNT I
ROA PCT 10 MRS P 1-3 MRS 4+ MRS RfW
COL PCT ZFR WK PER WK PER WK TOT&L
TOT PCL I 0.1 1.1 2.!

0. I 9 I 6 . 1 7 17
0 POINTS I 52.9 1 35.3 1 11,8 1 2714

I 36.0 1 23.1 I 18,2
I 14.5 I 91.7 I 3.2 I
-I ....... I ......- -- .......-r . I

1. 1 9 I 13 I 5 7 27
1-29 PTS 1 33,3 T 4A.t 1 18.5 1 41.5

1 36.0 1 50.0 1 45.5 1
I 14.5 I 21.0 I 8.1 7

-a ... ... Te ........ I .... ei I' '

2. I 7 1 7 1 e I 8
j0, PTS I 18,9 I 3M,9 I 22 2 1 2Q.0

I 29.0 T 26.9 1 36.4 7
1 11.3 T 11.3 I 6.5 1

COLU Nm5 26 62
TgTAL 40,3 419 17.7 10O.0
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CONTINGEICY TABLE 10

Crosstabulation of Aerobic Fitness Level With Unit Commander Support

Male

COUNT I
ROW PCT IYES NO ROW

COL PCT I TOTAL
TOT PCL I I.T 2.1

0. 1 156 1 39 1 195
0 POINTS I Rn.o 1 21.1 I ?0.8

T 20.6 I ?1,5 I
r 1696 1 41,1 I

- -- . -- WT -- -- .- 

r. 303 1 81 1 361I
1t-9 PTS I A3,2 T 16.8 1 18.8

1 40,0 1 33.7 1
I 32.3 1 6.5 I

2. 1 2qq 1 81 I 380
30+ PTS 1 78.7 T 21.3 1 40.5

I 39,8 I 88o8 1
I 11,8 I 8,6 I

"I ..... n...T....-I

COLUMN 758 JA1 939
TOTAL R0.7 1q.3 100.0

Female

COUNT I
ROW PCT IYES JO 4ow
COL PCT I TOTAL
TOT PCL I 1! PIT
.a-aa-- Iaa..... Ia- - - I

0. I 27 1 a I 35
n oOINTS I 77.1 1 2?.o 1 32.1

I 34,2 1 26.7 I
I P4.8 1 7.3 I

1. I 3 1 4 5 PS
I-P9 PTS I 80.0 1 20.0 I 41.3

1 45.6 T 30.0 I
3 3.0 4 .1 1

2. 1 1 1 11 I 29

30+ PT5 1 95.2 1 44,A I P6.6
I P0.3 1 43.3 T
1 14.7 T 11.9 1.f a....... a a.. ... I

Cn.LM91 79 30 109
TOTAL 72.5 ?7.5 100.0
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CONTINGENCY TABLE 11

Crosstabulation of Aerobic Fitness Level With Fitness Facility Description

Male

COUNT I
ROW PCT TEXCEL GOOn FAIR POOR ROWl

COL PCT ILENIT TOTAL

TOT PCL I t.T 2.1 3.T -4.1

0. I 37 r 86 I 35 1 7 1 .165
0 POINTS 1. 22.4 1 5S.1 I 21.2 1 4.2 1 18.6

I 17,8 1 1.9 T 19.7 1 11.6 I
1 11.2 T 9.7 I 4.0 T 0,8 .I

1 I 75 I 19A 1 57 1 I I 348

1-29 PTS I 21.6 I 56, I 16.4 I 5.2 I 39.3
1 36.1 I 41.5 I 32.0 1 40.0 I
I AS T 22.3 T 6.4 2.0 .1

-I a.a ..... I --- - a a- aaa.. a e.... .a -a a- a

2. I 96 I 171 I 86 1 20 I 373
30+ PTS I 25,7 1 45.8 I 23,1 I 5.4 I 42.1

1 46,2 1 37,6 I 48.3 I 44. I
I 10.8 I 19.3 I 9.7 I 2.3 I

COLUMN 208 455 17a  45 86
TOTAL 23,5 51.0 20.1 5.1 100.0

Female

COUNT I
Rnw PCT IEXCEL GOOD FAIR POOR ROW
COL PCT ILENT TOTAL
TOT PCI. I 1.1 2.! 3.T 41
.. ...... e ........ ...... e . TI .... ee-- T -aa-- ... I

0 1 4 1 18 I 4 1 t I ?7
0 POTNTS I 1 . I 66.7 1 14.8 1 3.7 1 ?8.4

I 22,2 1 34.6 I P5.0 I 11.t I
I 4.2 T 1M,9 I "a.) I 1.1 1

I A I . . I 2. 1 I 42
1-29 PTS 1 19.0 1 94.8 I 21'.4 4.A I 44,2

1 dI4,4 1 44.2 1 56.3 1 22.? 1
I 8 .4 1 24.2 I 9.5 1 ;,1 .1

2. 6 1 II 3 1 6 ! ?6
30+ PTS I 23.1 1 4R.3 1 1t.5 1 23.1 I 27.4

I 33.3 T 2 .2 I 18,.B I 66.7 I
I 6.3 T 11.6 I 3.2 1 6.3 .1
-I ........ e.c... .. I ........ ---. ...-

COL11"' 18 52 1i6 9 95
TOTAL. 18,o 54,7 16.8 9.s 100.0
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CONTINGENC TABLE 12

Crosstabulation of Aerobic Fitness Level With Use of Physical Fitness
Facilities

COUNT I Male
ROW PCT IYES NO ROW

CVL PCT I TOTAL
TOT PCL 1 1.! 2.T
........- I ........ - -....... -

0. I 1 1 2p I i7
0 POTNTS I 40.5 1 59,5 I 33.0

I 21.7 I 51.2 I
I 13.4 1 19.6 I

1. I 30 1 16 I P6
1-29 PTS I 65.2 1 34.A I 41.1

I "3.5 I 37.2 I
I 26,8 1 14, I

2. 1 24 I 5 1 29
30+ PTS 1 82.8 I 17.2 I 25.9

I 34.8 I 11,6 I
I 21,4 1 4.5 I

COLUMN 69 41 112
TOTAL 61.6 38.4 100.0

Female
COUNT I

ROW PCT IYES NO ROW
COL PCT I TnTAL
TOT PCL I I.1 2,1

0. I 74 T 12A 1 202
0 POINTS I 36,6 T 63.4 1 20.9

I 1196 I 30,4 I
I 7.7 I t3.1 I

1. T 255 1 118 ! 373
1-29 PTS 1 68,4 1 31.6 1 38.7

I 19.8 1 36.3 I
I 26.4 1 12.? I

2. I 311 1 79 I 300
jq PTS I 79.7 I 20,3 I a0.4

I 48o6 1 24.3 1
I 12,2 1 A,? I

COL(IMN 640 325 905
TOTAL 66,3 33.7 100.0
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COBTINGENCY TABLE 13

Crosstabulation of Aerobic Fitness Level With Frequency of Facility Use

Male

rO1INT I
RnW PCT I-7 TImE 3-4 TIME 2 TIMES ROW
CAL PCT I PFRWEFK PE9WFEK OR LESS TOTAL
TnT PrL 1 1.! 2.1 3,T
....a .. -.-.- . T-a a....... . - a--T

0. 1 5 1 15 I 2 72
M POINTS I 6.9 T 20,A 1 72.2 T 11.3

I 6. T 6.P I 1603 1
1 0.8 T P.3 1 8.1

aI ........ T -----I - - -a- .- T

1. I 9 T 6q 1 176 T 25a
1-29 PTS I 3.5 1 27.Z I 69P3 1 30,7

1 11.5 1 2A.; I S5.0 I
I 1.4 T fi.R I 27.5 y

-a ........ I -a --- a a .....a. T

2. I 64 I 15 I ?2 1 314
30+ PTS I ?0.4 T 5n.3 I ?9p3 I 49.1

I A2.1 1 65.3 1 P8,8
I 10.0 1 24.7 I 14.4 I

CnLIMA! 78 ?4? 3?0 640
TOTAL 12.2 37 . O.0 lon.ft

Female
rOONT I

ROW PCT 1q-7 TPuE 3-4 TTMF P TIES ROW
CnL PIT I PFRWEFK PER.FiK OR LE TOTAL

TOT PCL I t.T 2.1 3,v
----.. I- -....... T ------. w I .. . - -T

0. r 0 T A 1 .9 T 17

A POTNTS 1 0.0 1 47.1 I 92,9 1 23,6
1 0.0 1 2A,6 1 PSP7 T

1 0.0 T 11.1 1 12,5 1
ft- ...... T-f - ~ ... ... Iw.. .. .1

. ? 2 T 0 1 ?0 1 31
!-p9 PTS 1 6.5 T 2Q.0 1 6*45 £ 13o1

I P2.2 I 3?,I 1 57.1 1
r !~2.8 T 12.e I P7,8 1

"I ........ ! ... .... Il ........

2. 1 7 T i1 I 6 1 2"
16+ PTS I P9.2 I 45.P I 25,0 T 33.3

I 77.9 1 3Q.1 I 17,1 T
I Q.7 1 15, 1 8.3 1

CML1 IM4! 9 2A 5 7?
TOTAL 12.5 3A.a 08.6 t00.0
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CONTINGENCY TABLE 14

Croastabulation of Weight Category With Opinion on Weight Standards

Male

COUNT I
Rfw PrT IvrRAGREE AGREE TOUGHER OTHFR ROW
CnL PCT I STANOARO FACTORS TOTAL
TOT PCL 1 1.1 2.1 3.1 7........---- I ........ I---- .... I---- c---I .. .. .

1. I 12 1 7A I 12 I 24 I 126
IDEAL WT I 9.5 I 61.9 I 9p5 I t9,0 1 16.2

1 8.7 1 17.0 1 25.5 T 17.6 1
1 1.5 1 lq.f I .1.5 T 3.1 I
- e...... T ........ .-.-.- -a -- T-- . -

?. I 42 1 189 I ?0 I 33 I 24
IDEAL hT I 14.8 1 66.5 I 7.0 1 11.6 I 36.4

I 30.4 1 41.2 I 42,6 1 2a.3 I
1 5,4 1 24.2 1 2.6 1 4,2 .1
- emce... ! . . .I ....... l . T m ....... c

3. I 68 T 176 I 14 1 64 1 322
IDFAL wT 1 21.1 T 5S4.7 1 41,3 1 19.9 1 '11.3

I 09.3 I 39.3 1 29p8 T 47.1 I
I 8.7 1 2?.6 1 1.8 T S. 1

-I ----... T ........ mm -. . eT- m .l
1. 16 1b 16 1 1 1 I1 1 48

mAX WT 1 33,3 T 31.3 1 2.1 T 31,3 1 6,2

I tl.6 I I I 0. 1 2,l 1 1. I

CmLIIMN 118 459 47 13; 780

TOTAL 17.7 5A.R 6.0 17,4 100.0
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CONTIGENCY TABLE 14 Continued

Female

rODNT I
ROM PCT InISAGREE AGRFE TOUGHEQ OTHFR POW
Ct PCT I STANnAQD FACTORS TOTAL
TnT P L I l.T 2.1 3.r _4em

... .. . --... .. T ........ T ...-- f- - f---- .... !

is 1 0 .2 I 0 I 0 I 2
TDEAL wT 1 0.0 T t00.0 I .0p0 T 0.0 1 2.1

1 010 T ll I 0,0 T 0.0 1
1 010 T 2o1 I .0.0 T 0.0 1

2. 1 7 T 21 I 3 T 4 I 35
TOFAL 'qT 1 20.0 T 6A.0 I 8.6 T 11,4 1 36.5

T 31.8 1 3Q,6 I 50,0 T 26.7 I
I 7,3 T 2t.Q I 3.1 ,1 Po. .1-1 .. ..... T ...... I ........ !....... -.I

32 12 T 2; T ,3 T - 1 46
TOFAL WT I 76.1 T 50.0 I 6,5 1 17.4 I 47.9

1 54,. S 43.a1 i c.; o 53 .61 o i
I 12,5 I 24.0 1 3.1 1 S.3 .I
S... ----- T -- .- -- -- - -.- - -..- me 1

4. 1 3 ! 7 I *0 T 3 I ;3
MAY WT I ?3.1 T 53.8 1 0 0 T 23.1 I 13.5

I 13.6 1 11.2 1 0,0 T 2A.n I
I 3.1 T 7.3 1 0.0 T lot I

CMLOW' 72 53 6 Is q6
TOTAl. ?2.9 59.? b.3 15.6 100.0
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CONTIMENCY TABLE 15

Crosstabulation of Aerobic Fitness Level With Suggestions for Program
Improvement

Male
COUNT T
ROW PCT IPROGRAM REqn=OTY MORE REOD AND TOUGHER ROW

COL PCT 1OK AS IS WOURS TFSTTNC MORE ENFORCE TOTAL
TIT OCL I 1.1 2,! 3. 4,1 5!..... a... I a...... I ...... I ..... T- ... ~I....T

0. I 5 T 49 I 2 T .13 1 18 1 109
0 POTNTS 1 L.6 1 4S.0 I ?2.0 I 11.9 1 16.5 1 18,6

1 290 1 19I.2 1 16.4 1- 19,7 T 20.2

I 0,9 1 A,3 I 4.1 1 2.2 I .3,1. T
a--aa---a aa-a .. .. .. -.. .. . -... .. a .. a.a...a a.... a---

1. I 8 1 tO I 61 1 24 1 30 I 227
1-29 PTS I 3.5 I 45.1 1 6.9 7 10.6 I 13,2 I 38.7

I 47,1 I 3P.7 1 41.8 I 36.0 1 33.7 1
I 1.4 1 17.7 I 10.4 I 0.1 I 5.1 I

2. I 4 I 116 I 61 1 2q I P1 I 251
30+ PTS I 1.6 I 46.2 I 24P3 1 11.6 I 16,3 I 42.8

I 23,5 I 43.1 I a08 I 43eQ I 46.1 I
I 0.7 I lO.A 1 10.4 I q.9 .1 .7.0. I

-1aaaI a.... a! .m... aa--aa a.a.a.a.a! a..a.a.a a ...aa.aa.aa. a!

COLLMN 17 769 146 66 89 587
TOTAL 2.9 45.8 24.9 11.2 ts.2 100.0

Female

COUNT I
RnW PCT IPROGRAM REOn-OTY MORE REOD AND TOUGHER ROW

COL PCT InK AS T HOURS TESTING MORE ENFORCE TOTAL

TOT PCL I 1.! 2.T 3.t 4.1 5,1

. 3 4 1 .1 20

0 POINTS I 5.0 1 55.0 1 15 .0 I 20.0 1 5.0 1 26,3
1 50.0 1 27.5 1 30.40 1 301P 1 9j.1 I
1 1,3 1-n,5 1 3.9 5.3 7 1.3. 1

1. 1 1 1 17 I 3 1 I S T 31

1-29 PTS I 3.2 1 5.A 1 9;7 T 16.1 1 16.1 1 00.9
SO.0 I 42.5 T 30,0 1 31.5 1 05.S I
1,3 I P2, 1 3.9 . 6.6 1 6.6 I

-~in... .... i........ I---a..... aa....... Iaa... .. .

2.! 0 ! 12! 4 1 4 5 ! 25
30+ PTS I 0,0 1 48.0 I t6.O 1 16.0 I 20.0 1 3299

t 0,0 1 30*0 1 0.0 1 30.8 I 05.5 !
SI 0.0 I tS, I 5,3 1 5,3 I .6 I

COLM 2 4A )0 13 4 It 76

TOTAL 2,6 52.6 13,2 17.1 14 100.0

168



SMFZTED BIBLIOGRAPH!

169

* '* *'*77j



A. REFERENCES CITED

1. Air Force Military Personnel Center, U.S. Department of the Air
Force. C Reort o Meetin, Betveen Unit States AiU
Force aind Indi Universit Personnel Regarding the US"

V Physical Fitness Progra. Randolph AFB TX, 21 November 1963.

2. Auwarter, Carmen LE, Major, USAF. "Added Life to the Air Force
Physical Fitness Program." Unpublished research report No.
125-81, Air Command and Staff College, Maxwell AFB AL, May 1981.
AD B05709L.

3. Balke, Bruno, and Ray W. Ware, Captain, USAF. "The Present Status
of Physical Fitness in the Air Force." Unpublished research
report No. 59-67, School of Aviation Medicine, Randolph APB TX,
May 1959. AD 036235.

4. Bean, W. B., and others. "A Critique of Physical Fitness Tests."
Unpublished technical report No. 56-1(07), Army Medical Research
Laboratory, Fort Knox KY, 19 February 1947. AD 806395.

5. Bennington, Raymond 0., Lieutenant Colonel, USAF. "Report of TDY
Travel for the Purpose of Participating in the AF Physical
Fitness Study Group." Unpublished travel report, Air Force
Military Personnel Center, Randolph AFB TX, 5 October 1978.

6. Bensahel, J. G. "How To Stay Sane During a Corporate Crisis,"
I, November 1974, pp. 17-18.

7. Bronson, Richard A., Major, USAF. "An Air Force Competitive Physical
Fitness Program." Unpublished research report No. 0355-72, Air
Command and Staff College, Maxwell AFB AL, May 1972.

8. Butler, Bobbie, Captain, USAF. Chief, Personal Appearance and
Fitness Branch, Special Programs Division, Directorate of
Personnel Program Action, Air Force Manpower and Personnel
Center, Randolph APB TX. Telephone interview, 21 January 1982.

9. Cooper, Kenneth H. Aqroics. New York: Bantam Books, 1968.

10. - . Th e I Mg. New York: Banta= Books, 1977.

11. L. e_ e obcs. New York: Bantam Books, 1970.

12. "The Proposed United States Air Force Physical Fitness
Program. Unpublished research report, unumbered, Aerospace
Medical Laboratory, Wilford Hall USAF Hospital, Lackland APB TX,
May 1967.

13. Cureton, Thomas K. P i ad D Hea3 l . Nev York:
The Dial Press, 1973.

170



j

14. Dalton, Pat. "Bike May Replace Run or Walk in Test," orce Times,
29 March 1982, pp. 2-3.

15. Everett, Michael D. "Strategies For Increasing Employeea' Level of
Exercise and Physical Fitness," Journal of Occuational Medicine,
July 1979, pp. 463-467.

16. "Fitness Movement Seen Curbing High Cost of Illness to U.S. Industry,"
Commerce Today, February 3, 1975, pp. 11-14.

17. Fixx, James F. The Complete Book of unn New York: Random
House, 1977.

18. Hays, Gary R., Major, USAF. "Aerobics and the Rated Officer."
Unpublished research report No. 1205-74, Air Command and Staff
College, Maxwell AFE AL, May 1974.

19. Higgins, C. W., and B. U. Phillips. "How Company Sponsored Fitness
Programs Keep Employees On the Job," Managem Review, December
1979, pp. 53-56.

20. Hinman, E. Parke, Major, USAF. "Air Force Physical Fitness-It Can
Be Improved." Unpublished research report No. 1255-74, Air
Command and Staff College, Maxwell AFB AL, May 1974.

21. Hyde, Robert C., Major, USAF. "Physical Fitness in the Air Force:
Is Aerobics the Answer?" Unpublished research report No. 1415-
72, Air Command and Staff College, Maxwell AFB AL, May 1972.

22. Karpovich, Peter V. "The Reliability of the LAF Physical Fitness
Test." Unpublished research report, Project No. 184-1, Army
Air Forces School of Aviation Medicine, Randolph Field TX,
20 October 1943. AD 132993.

231 Kenna, Michael J., Major, USAF. "Physical Fitness: Can We Afford
Not To?" Unpublished research report No. 1305-80, Air Command
and Staff College, Maxwell AFB AL, May 1980.

24. Kennedy, John F. "The Soft American," Sorts lustrate, December
26, 1960, pp. 16-17.

25. Kolata, Gina B. "Heart Disease Prevention-Evidence is Unequivocal,"
Ir Science Diget, February 1979, pp. 79-80.

26. Koval, Dennis M. "Physical Fitness In the Army." Unpublished
research report, M 14/77, U.S. Army Research Institute of
Environmental Medicine, Natick MA, 17 March 1977. AD A052430.

27. Kraus, H., and W. Raab. Hineti c asease. Springfield IL:
Charles C. Thomas, Inc.p 1961.

28. Kreitner, Robert. "Employee Physical Fitness: Protecting an Invest-
ment in Human Resources," Z Journa, July 1976, pp. 340-
'44.

171

7 --- 7-

~ .K. *&'"



29. Lee, James H., Major, USA. "A New Air Force Physical Fitness and
Weight Control Program." Unpublished research report No. 1405-
80, Air Command and Staff College, Maxwell AFB AL, May 1980.

30. Leepson, M. "Physical Fitness Boom," Ftorlal Research Pa ers,
April 14, 1978, pp. 263-279.

31. Luigs, Charles F., Major, USAF. "Physical Fitness in the United
States Air Force." Unpublished research report No. 1740-72,
Air Command and Staff College, Maxwell AFB AL, May 1972.

32. Martin, Jack. "New Business Boom-Employee Fitness," Nation' s
Business, February 1978, pp. 68-70.

33. McClave, James T., and P. George Benson. Statistics For Business
an Economics. San Francisco: Dellen Publishing Company, 1979.

34. Montayi, Henry L. "Summary of Research on the Relationship of
Exercise to Heart Disease," Journal of Sports Medicine and
Physical Fitness, March 1962, pp.35-51.

35. Nie, Norman H., and others. P--Statist cal Package for the
Social Sciences, Second Edition. New York: McGraw Hill Book
Company, 1975.

36. Paffenbarger, Ralph S. "Coronary Curb," Time, December 12, 1977,
pp. 47-49.

37. , and others. "Work Activity and Fatal Heart Attacks
Studied by Multiple Logic Risk Analysis," A Journal of
Epidemiology, January 1979, pp. 50-55.

38. Parten, Mildred. Surveys, Polls, and Samoles: Practical Procedures.
New York: Cooper Square Publishers, Inc., 1966.

39. Pauls.i, Sandra. Personnel Survey Branch, Air Force Manpower and
Pe. sonnel Center, Randolph AFB TX. Telephone interviews con-
ducted intermittently from 17 March to 13 August 1982.

40. Pericola, Raymond, Major, USAF. "Air Force Physical Fitness."
Unpublished research report No. 1507-71, Air Command and Staff
College, Maxwell APB AL, May 1971.

41. Phelps, Terrance J., Major, USAF. "Run for Fun, Health, and
Mental Stability With a Mandatory USAF Fitness Program." Un-
published research report No. 1935-80, Air Command and Staff
College, Maxwell AFB AL, May 1980.

42. "Physical Fitness and Weight Control," TIG l , 22 June 1973,
p.22.

43. Pollack, Michael L., and others. Hegt and F Throu
Physical Activit New York: John Wilzj and Sons, 1978.

172



44. President's Council On Physical Fitness. AJ P E "
Washington: Government Printing Offce, 1963.

45. Raub, Eugene L., Major, USAF. "Aerobics Is For All USAF Personnel."
Unpublished research report No. 1940-79, Air Command and Staff
College, Maxwell AFB AL, April 1979.

46. Reid, Robert E., Major, USAF. "Physical Fitness, A Motivational
Approach." Unpublished research report No. 2235-74, Maxwell
AFB AL, May 1974.

47. Rogers, F. R. Selections From Great Educators Throughout the Ag
fi Physical Education and Hea!thful i New York: Prentice-

Hall, Inc., 1954.

48. Rossing, Robert C., and Margaret F. Allen. "Information Yield

On Annual Flight Examination," Aero=ac Medicine, August 1974.

pp. 930-939.

49. Sanders, James B., Major, USAF. "A Solution to the Air Force
Physical Fitness Problem." Unpublished research report No. 4-67,
Air Command and Staff College, Maxwell AFB AL, June 1967.

50. SperrTn, Peter. "Executive Fitness," Accountant, July 3, 1980,
pp. 8-10.

51. Stewart, William H. The Heart of Americans. New York: Prentice-
Hall, Inc., 1970.

52. Susi, Ronald A., Major, USAF. "Aerobics: Fact or Fiction?" Un-

published research report No. 2654-74, Air Command and Staff
College, Maxwell AFB AL, May 1974.

53. Tuthill, M. L. "All Work and Enough Play Keep Employees Fit,"
Nations Business, November 1979, pp. 82-84.

54. "United States Air Force in Facts and Figures," = Force MaRazine,
May 1982, pp. 171-182.

55. U.S. Department of the Air Force. = Force Physical Ftnes
grogram. AFR 35-11, Immediate Message Change 79-1. Washington:
Government Printing Office, 23 September 1977.

56. _ A___r Physical Fitness Program. AFR 35-11. Wash-
ington: Government Printing Office, 28 July 1981.

57. hysc. a Cdi . AFM 160-26. Washington: Govern-
ment Printing Office, 8 June 1961.

58. . Physical tness. AFM 50-15, Change 3. Washington:

Government Printing Office, February 1971.

173

owl



59- . t e Z'. ZIJ d A adZiM = Force L Pyc
SAFP 50-5-1. Ottawa: Queen's Printer and Controller

of Stationery#, 1962.

60. _. =g__.ical Conditioning. AFR 50-5. Washington:
Government Printing Office, 13 November 1947.

61. _______. .ondg-a ihatalng. APR 50-5. Washington:VGovernment Printing Office, 27 April 1959.

62. _Aerobics Physical Fitnes s Prosran (.
AFP 35-57. Washington: Government Printing Office, 30 November
1978.

63. - . gSAM Aerobg Physical Fitness P rgam (.iLe).
AFP 50-56. Washington: Government Printing Office, 1 November
1969.

64. - _.- Aerobigs Physcal Fitness Proram (.HAl).
AP 50-56. Washington: Government Printing Office, 31 July
1974.

65. _. USAF Physi Fitness d Weight Control Program.
AFR 50-49. Washington: Goverment Printing Office, 21 July
1972.

66. U.S. Department of Defense. Physical Fitness &. W Control
Proaram. DOD Directive 1308.1. Washington: Government Printing
Office, 29 June 1981.

67. Vandevender, Leonard G., Major, USAF. "USAF Aerobic Physical
Fitness Testing: Are There Other Methods?" Unpublished re-
search report No. 2475-79, Air Command and Staff College,
Maxwell AFB AL, May 1979.

68. Warren, Stanley G., Major, USAF. "Aerobics: Physical Conditioning
Program or Testing Program?" Unpublished research report No.
2915-74, Air Command and Staff College, Maxwell APE AL, May 1974.

69. Weiss, Raymond A., Captain, USA. "Physical Fitness of Entering
AAF Personnel." Unpublished research report, Project No. 195-1,
Army Air Forces School of Aviation Medicine, Randolph Field TX,
27 May 1944. AD 143726.

70. White, J. ., and G. Steinbach. "Motivating Executives to Keep
Physically Fitt Bd jineg kd # March 1978, p. 16.

71. White, Paul D. UUM la Q2e AR ZaN .. New York: Doubleday
Press, 1964.

72. Williams, Jesse F. Th gJLoj S P Lagcl aqo.,
Philadelphia: Saunders and Company, 1943.

73. Wilmore, J. P. "Exploring the Myth of Famale Inferiority," al
Zk"aLM d Sot Medcn e, May 1974, pp. 50-59.

174



B. RELATE SOURCES

Biersner, Robert J., and others. "Correlations of Physical Fitness,
Perceived Health Status, and Dispensary Visits With Performance
in Stressful Training." Unpublished technical report No. 71-30,
Navy Medical Neuropsychiatric Research Unit, San Deigo CA,
April 1971. AD 763306.

Brown, Robert S., Donald E. Ramirez, and John M. Taub. "The Prescrip-
tion of Exercise for Depression," The Physician nd Sports
Medicine, December 1978, pp. 35-45.

Fixx, James F. Jim Fixx's Second Book of Running. New York: Random
House, 1980.

Hill, Charles A., Midshipman, USN. "An Analysis of the Relationship
of Neurological Activity to ?hysical Exertion." Unpublished
research report, USNA-TSPR No. 69, United States Naval Academy,
Annapolis MD, 22 May 1975. AD A015956.

Klein, Carl E., and others. "Comparative Studies on Physiological
Indices of Fitness in Man Under Exercise, Low Pressure, and
Acceleration," Human Adatability a d Its Methodology. Japan
Society for the Promotion of Sciences, Tokyo, Japan, 1966.
AD 670819.

Kreitner, Robert. "Just How Fit Are Your Employees?" Business Horizons,
August 1979, pp. 39-45.

Krumboltz, John D., First Lieutenant, USAF. "Physical Proficiency As
a Predictor of Leadership." Unpublished research report,
AFPTRC-TN-57-60, Air Force Personnel and Training Research
Center, Lackland AFB TX, May 1957. AD 126391.

McCarthy, Philip J., and Frederick F. Stephan. $-mpin Opinions:
An Analsis of Survey Procedure. New York: Wiley, 1958.

Miller, Robert E. "Predicting First Year Achievement of Air Force
Academy Cadets, Class of 1964." Unpublished research report,
PRL-TDR-64-18, Personnel Research Laboratory, Lackland AFB TX,
July 1964. AD 606868.

Nelson, Dale 0. Dynamic Fitness. Health, Physcal Education, and
Recreation Department, Utah State Univerity, 1976.

Patterson, John L., and others. "Evaluation and Prediction of Physical
Fitness Utilizing Modified Apparatus of the Harvard Step Test."
Unpublished research report, Project MR005.13-3001, U.S. Naval
School of Aviation Medicine, Pensacola FL, 15 December 1964.
AD 458383.

175

.. ' " _. .. ... . -. ., . . .,,W , 'T - , ,,



Pyle, Richard L. "Performance Measures for a Corporate Fitness Program,"
& Reeources Management, Fall 1979, pp. 26-30.

Reedy, Jack D., Captain, USAF, and others. "Evaluation of the Harvard
Step Test With Respect to Factors of Height and Weight."
Unpublished research report No. 140, Army Medical Research
Laboratory, Fort Knox KY, 10 June 1954. AD 32878.

Sheehan, George A. 2K. See 9Z Running. Mountain View CA: World
Publications, 1975.

- "When the Stress of Modern Living Becomes Too Much, Run,"
Runner' s World, November 1978, pp. 36-39.

Smith, Paul. "Defense' s New Fitness Guide Says Shape Up," Air Foc
T , 17 August 1981, pp. 1, 22.

"Staywell," Per el Journal, March 1981, pp. 159-160.

Swengros, Glenn. "Staying In Shape for the Rigors of Management '75:
A Sound Body," Management Review, January 1975, pp. 12-17.

'

II

176

:7i 'W ,2 Z


